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L Condition of the National Banking System 


National banks experienced excellent growth in 1967. 
Total assets reached $263.4 billion, an increase of 11.6 
percent This compares with an asset growth of 7.7 
percent duiing 19G6. The gain in liquidity within the 
National banking system during 1967 was dramatized 
by a larger absolute increase in securities holdings than 
in loans ; tlie figures were $12X1 billion and $9.9 billion, 
respectively. These figures, in turn, represented in- 
creases of 20.3 percent for securities and 7.8 percent 
for loans duiing tlie year. By year end, securities ac- 
counted for 26.5 percent of Naticmal banks’ total as- 
sets, compared witlr 24.4 percent a year earlier. Mean- 
wiiile, tlie proportion of loans to total asse^ declined 
from 53.8 percent to 51.9 percent The differential 
rates of givwlli for securities and for loans were in 
sharp contrast to the 1966 picture, when loans and 
discounts increased by 8.6 percent, v/hile securities in- 
creased by only 0.6 of 1 percent 

Within the securities category, for the second straight 
year holdings of securities of Federal agencies and cor- 
porations showed the highest rate of increase, 59.9 
percent in 1967. However, the absolute total of these 


holdings, $4.8 billion, remained small relative to year 
end totals of $34.3 billion for U.S. Governments and 
$29.0 billion for State and local obligations. National 
bank holdings of the latter increased by 22.0 percent 
during 1967, while the increase in U.S. Govemments 
was 13.0 percent. 

Total deposits of National banks increased by $24.9 
bilIi(Mi, or 12.1 percent during 1967. Of this increase, 
$10.7 billion was in demand deposits and $14.3 billion 
in time and savings deposits. As has been the case in 
recent years, the rate of growth in time and savings 
deposits, 15.2 percent, exceeded the 9.5 percent figure 
for demand deposits. At year end, total time and sav- 
ings deposits equalled 46.8 percent of total deposits; 
the comparable figures were 45.6 percent at the end of 
1966, 44.4 percent in 1965, and 41.8 percent in 1964. 

The total capital accounts of National banks showed 
a 6.9 percent increase during 1967, compared with a 
5.9 percent increase in 1966. Total capital of $19.7 
billion yielded a capital-to-assets ratio of 7.49 percent 
at year end, compared to 7.82 percent at the end of 
1966. 
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Table 1 

AssetSf liabilities, and capital accounts of National banks, 1966 and 1967 
[Dolkor amounts in millions] 



Dee. 31, 1966, 

4,799 banks 

Dec. 31, 1967, 

4,758 banks 

Change, 1966-67 


Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 

ASBEXS 







Cash, balances with other banks, tind cash items in process 







of collection 

$41,690 

17.67 

$46,634 

17.71 

$4,944 

11.86 

U.S. Government obligations 

30, 355 

12.86 

34,308 

13.03 

3,953 

13.02 

Obligations of States and political subdivisions 

23, 778 

10.08 

29,002 

11.01 

5,224 

21.97 

Securities of Federal agencies and corporations 

3, 026 

1.28 

4,838 

1.84 

1,812 

59.88 

Other securities 

509 

.22 

1,508 

.57 

999 

196.27 

Total securities 

57, 668 

24,44 

69, 656 

26. 45 

11, 988 

20. 7S 

Federal funds sold and securities purchased under agrees 

ments to resell 

2, 301 

.97 

2, 562 

.97 

261 

11.34 

Direct lease financing 

331 

.14 

412 

.16 

81 

24.47 

Loans and discounts 

126, 881 

53.76 

136, 753 

51.92 

9,872 

7.78 

Fixed assets 

3, 451 

1.46 

3,876 

1.47 

425 

12.32 

Customers* liability on acceptances outstanding 

1, 077 

.46 

1, 182 

.45 

105 

9.7' 

Other assets 

2,597 

1.10 

2,300 

.87 

— 297 

-11.44 

Total assets 

235, 996 

100.00 

263, 375 

100.00 

27, 379 

11. 6C 

^-TA nil .I'i 

Demand deposits of individuals, partnerships, and 
corporations 

84,434 

35.78 

92, 686 

35.19 

8,252 

9.77 

Time and savings deposits of individuals, partnerships, 
and corpOTatlons 

83, 025 

35.18 

95, 104 

36.11 

12,079 

14.55 

Deposits of U.S. Government 

3,212 

1.36 

3, 297 

1.25 

85 

2.65 

Deposits of States and political subdivisions 

16, 839 

7.13 

18,511 

7.03 

1,672 

9.93 

Deposits of foreign governments and official institutions, 
central banks, and international institutions 

2,944 

1.25 

3,483 

1. 32 

539 

18.31 

Deposits of commercial banks 

12, 595 

5. 34 

13, 963 

5. 30 

1, 368 

10.86 

Certified and officers* checks, etc 

3, 407 

1.44 

4, 330 

1.65 

923 

27. OS 

Total deposits 

206, 456 

87. 48 

231, 374 

87.85 

24, 918 

12. Oi 

Demand deposits 

112, 377 

47.62 

123, 038 

46.72 

10, 661 

9.4S 

Time and savings deposits 

Federcd funds purchased and securities sold under agree- 
ments to repurchase 

94, 079 

39.86 

108, 336 

41,13 

14, 257 

15. It 

2,802 

1.19 

3, 182 

1.21 

380 

13.56 

Liabilities for borrowed money 

174 

.07 

297 

.11 

123 

70. 6S 

Acceptances executed by or for account of reporting banks 
and outstanding 

1, 105 

.47 

1,205 

.46 

100 

9.05 

Other liabilities 

7,000 

I 2.97 

7,587 

2.88 

I 587 

8.3S 

Total liabilities 

217, 537 

1 92. 18 

243, 645 

92.51 

26, 108 

12.0( 

CAPITAL ACCOUNTS 

Capital notes and debentures 

1, 161 

.49 

1,235 

.47 

74 

6.3: 

ftderred stock 

29 

.01 

55 

.02 

26 

89.61 

Common stock 

5, 109 

2.17 

5,312 

2.02 

203 

3.9: 

Surplus 

8,246 

3.49 

8,832 

3.35 

586 

7.1] 

Undivided profits 

3, 350 

1.42 

3,549 

1.35 

199 

5.9* 

Reserves 

564 

.24 

747 

.28 

183 

32.45 

Total capital accounts 

18,459 

7.82 

19, 730 

7.49 

1,271 

6.81 

Total liabilities and capital accounts 

235, 996 

100.00 

263, 375 

100.00 

27, 379 

11. 6( 
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II. Income and Expenses of National Banks 


The principal influences on 1967 operating results 
of National banks were the significant relative shift 
from loans to securities, the high rates prevailing on 
both securities portfolios and loans, and continued up- 
ward pressure on operating expenses, notably interest 
paid on time and savings deposits. Net income after 
taxes reached $1.76 billion, an increase of 11.1 percent 
from 1966. 

Current operating revenue showed a 11.9 percent 
increase, to $12.7 billion. With current operating ex- 
penses rising by 14.2 percent, the gain in net current 
operating earnings was pared to 5.0 percent. Of the 
major revenue accounts, interest on U.S. Governments 
increased by 13.7 percent, while interest and dividends 
on other securities spurted by 24.5 percent. The latter 
reflected the significant additions to bank holdings, 
as well as higher interest received. Interest and discount 
on loans moved up by $881.1 million, equalling an 
11.6 percent increase. The proportion of National 
banks’ 1967 current operating revenue accounted for 


by loan income declined very slightly from the 1966 
figure, 66.9 percent compared to 67.0 percent. 

On the expense side, $685 million of the $1.2 bil- 
lion increase in total operating expenses was accounted 
for by interest paid on time and savings deposits. The 
fraction of total expenses represented by interest paid 
on deposits has increased steadily in recent years; from 
38.2 percent in 1964, it has mounted steadily to 41.6 
percent in 1965, 44.0 percent in 1966, and 45.6 per- 
cent in 1967. Of the other major expense items, em- 
ployees’ salaries and wages increased by 12.3 percent 
and officers’ salaries by 9.6 percent over the previous 
year. 

The below-the-line adjustments — recoveries, charge- 
offs, profits and losses on securities sales, and transfers 
to and from valuation reserves — ^resulted in a net de- 
duction of $518 million from total net operating earn- 
ings of $2.96 billion, leading to before-tax net income 
of $2.44 billion. Deduction of $680 million in Federal 
and State income taxes led to net income of $1.76 
billion. 


293 - 544 — 68 - 
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Table 2 

Income and expenses of National hankSy* calendar 1966 and 1967 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



1966 

1967 

Change, 1966-67 


Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 


4,799 


4,758 


-41 






Cvirrent operating revenue: 

Interest and mvidends on — 

$1,231,8 

10. 89 

$1,401.0 

11.07 

$169. 2 

13.74 


' 901. 1 

7. 97 

l' 122. 0 

8. 87 

220. 9 

24.51 


7, 577. 8 
135. 2 

67. 03 

^ 458. 9 
169. 5 

66.86 

881. 1 

11.63 


1.20 

1. 34 

34. 3 

25.37 


532.6 

4. 71 

576.8 

4. 56 

44.2 

8.30 


194.9 

1. 72 

230.0 

1.82 

35. 1 

18.01 


395. 3 

3. 50 

435. 3 

3.44 

1 40. 0 

10. 12 


336.7 

2.98 

257.4 

2.04 

1 -79. 3 

-23. 55 



11,305.4 

100.00 

12, 650. 9 

100.00 

1, 345. 5 

11.90 


Cvirrent operating expenses: 

! 822. 9 

9. 69 

901. 7 

9. 30 

78. 8 

9. 58 


1,489.9 

17. 55 
4. 13 

1, 673. 1 
391. 2 

17. 26 
4.03 

183. 2 

12. 30 


351,2 

40.0 

11.39 


39.9 

. 47 

43. 3 

. 45 

3.4 

8. 52 


3, 733. 0 
53.6 

43. 96 

4,418.0 

153.8 

45, 57 

685.0 

18.35 


.63 

1. 58 

100.2 

186.94 


449.6 

5. 29 

489. 4 

5.05 

39.8 

a 85 

Furniture and equipment — depreciation and other 

271. 5 

3. 20 

313. 1 

3. 23 

41.6 

15.32 


1, 280. 2 

15.08 

1,311.8 

13. 53 

31.6 

2.47 


Total current operating expenses 

8, 491- 8 

100.00 

9, 695. 4 

100.00 

1, 203. 6 

14. 17 


Net current operating earnings 

2,813.6 


2, 955. 5 


141.9 

5.04 




Recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, and profits: 
On securities: 

Profits on securities s<Jd or redeemed 

38.0 

16.62 

91.2 

36. 10 

53.2 

140.00 

Recoveries 

3. 3 

1.44 

2.6 

1.02 

7 

-21.21 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

79.5 

34-78 

36.7 

14. 53 

-42.8 

-53.84 

On loans: 

Recoveries 

7.2 

3. 15 

6. 7 

2.64 

-.5 

-6.94 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

40. 2 

17. 59 

2a 7 

11. 36 

-11.5 

-28.61 

AH other 

60.4 

26.42 

86.7 

34, 35 

26.3 

43.54 


Total recoverieSy transfers from oaltiation reserves, and 
profits 

228.6 

100. 00 

252.6 

100.00 

24.0 

10.50 


Losses, chaigeofis, and transfers to valuation reserves: 

On securities: 

Losses on securities sold 

252. 5 

29.61 

76. 0 

9-86 

-176. 5 

-69.90 

Chargeofis on securities not sold 

4. 7 

.55 

4. 5 

. 58 

-.2 

-4.26 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

53.5 

6. 28 

52.2 

6. 77 

-1. 3 

-2.43 

On loans: 

Chargeoffs 

15- 1 

1. 77 

13.6 

519.0 

1- 76 

— 1. 5 

—9.93 

TVaimcrs to valuation reserves 

435.5 

51.08 

67. 35 

83.5 i 

19. 17 

All other 

91.3 

10. 71 

105.4 

13.68 

14. 1 

15.44 


Total losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valuaHon reserves . . 

852.6 

100.00 

770.7 

100.00 

-81.9 

-9.61 

Net income before related taxes 

2, 189.6 


2, 437. 4 


247.8 

11.32 




Taxes on net income: 

Federal 

545-6 


594.0 


48. 4 

8.87 

State 

61.4 


85.9 


24.5 

39.90 




Total taxes on net Income 

607.0 


679.9 


72.9 

12.01 





See footnotes at end of table. 
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Income and expenses of Hatitmal banks,* calendar 1966 and 1967 — Continued 



1966 

1967 

Change, 1966-67 


Amount 

Percent 

distrUmtion 

Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 


$1, 582. 6 


$1, 757. 5 


$174.9 

11.05 




Dividends on capital: 

736.6 


794. I 


57.5 

7.81 


1.4 


2. 1 


. 7 

50.00 







738.0 


796.2 


58.2 

7.89 





844.6 


961.3 


116.7 

13.82 




Occupancy expense of bank premises: 

1.9 

.33 

2. 1 

.35 

.2 

10.53 


58.8 

10.39 

62.1 

10. 16 

3. 3 

5.61 


7.7 

1.36 

8. 1 

1.33 

.4 

5. 19 

Recurring depreciation on bank premises and lease- 

107.4 

18.97 

115.4 

18.88 

8.0 

7.45 

Maintcnance, repair, and uncapitahzed alteration 
costs of bank premises, and leasehold improve- 

67.4 

11.90 

7a 4 

12.82 

II.O 

16. 32 


94.9 

16.77 

100.3 

16.40 

5.4 

5.69 


143.0 

25.27 

156.2 

25,56 

13. 2 

9.23 

Taxes on bank premises and leasehold improve- 

84.9 

15.01 

88.6 

14,50 

3.7 

4.36 



566.0 

100.00 

611.2 

100,00 

45.2 

7.99 


Less: 

Rental income from bank premises 

111.5 

19.69 

116.3 

19.04 

4.8 

4.30 

Other credits 

4.9 

.88 

5.5 

.90 

.6 

12.24 



Total 

116.4 

20.57 

121.8 

19.94 

5.4 

4.64 


JVit occupancy expense 

449.6 

79.43 

489.4 

80.06 

39.8 

aiS 


Recoveries credited to valuation reserve (not included in 
recoveries above) : 

On securities 

2. 3 


3.8 


1.5 

65.22 

On loans 

93.4 


105.8 


12.4 

13.28 

Losses charged to valuation reserves (not included in 
losses above) : 

On semirities 

45. 5 


69. 1 


23.6 

51.87 

On Inans 

326.4 


378.2 


51.8 

15.87 

Stock dividends (increases in capital stfick) 

119.2 


160.9 


41.7 

34.98 




Ratio to current operating revenue: 

Salaries, wa^es, and fees 


Percent 
20. 81 


Percent 
20. 70 



Interest on time and savings deposits . . . . _ . 


33. 02 


34. 92 



All othec current expenses . 


21.28 


21.02 

j 





Total current expenses 


75. 11 


76.64 








Net current earnings 


24.89 


23.36 








Employees at year end : 

Biulding occupancy and maintenance: 

Officers 

Number 

179 


Number 

274 


95 

53.07 

Other employees .... 

17, 691 

72,092 

346,817 


17,730 


39 

.22 

Banki^ operations: 

Officers 


75,808 
369, 780 


3,716 
22, 963 

5. 15 

Other employees 



6.62 





*Includes all banks operating as National banks at year end, and full year data for those State banks converting to National 
banks during the year. 

I Includes revenues from the sales of Federal funds. 

Includes expenses incurred in purchasing Federal funds. 
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III. Structural Changes in the National 
Banking System 


There were 4,758 National banks in operation at the 
end of 1967. While this figure was slightly less than 
the number of National banks in operation at the end 
of 1964, the number of National banking offices 
spurted from 12,733 to 14,747 during the same 3 years, 
a rise of almost 16 percent. As of December 31, 1967, 
the 9,989 branches of National banks were operated 
by 1,477 banks, while the remaining 3,281 National 
banks were unit banks. 

During 1967, charters were issued for 18 newly or- 
ganized National banks. These were distributed among 
nine States, with Wisconsin receiving four, New York 
and Florida three each, and Georgia and Kansas two 
each. Nine charters were issued allowing the conver- 
sion of State banks to National banks. These cases were 
scattered among nine different states. 

The year saw 650 branches initially opened for busi- 


ness as National bank branches. This total included 
502 de novo branches and 148 branches of newly con- 
verted banks and banks acquired via merger. The net 
increase in National bank branches was 583 during 
the year, as 67 branches were closed or consolidated. 
Of the 502 de novo branches, 295, or about 59 percent, 
were located in communities with a population of less 
than 25,000, and 139, or 28 percent were in com- 
munities with less th^ 5,000 population. The 502 de 
novo branches included 185, or 37 percent, opened by 
banks with less than $25 million in total resources. 
Banks with $1 billion or more in assets accounted for 
103 branches, or 20 percent, of the total. 

During 1967, there were 84 bank mergers, consoli- 
dations, and purchases in which a National bank was 
the resulting bank. This figure may be compared with 
75 in 1966 and 76 in 1965. 
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Table 3 

National banks and banking offices^ by States, Dec, 31, 1967 



National banks 

Ntanber of 
branches 

j 

Number of 
((ffices 


Total 

Unit 

With branefus 


4,758 

3,281 

1,477 

9,989 

14, 747 



88 

' 52 

36 

151 

239 


5 

0 

5 

41 

46 


4 

1 

3 

185 

189 


67 

36 

31 

70 

137 


80 

27 

53 

1,903 

1, 983 


118 

118 

0 

0 

' 118 


i 30 

8 

22 

189 

219 


5 

3 

1 

2 

4 

9 


9 

8 

54 

63 


200 

200 

0 

0 

200 


61 

32 

29 

137 

198 


2 

0 

2 

41 

43 


9 

3 

1 6 

102 

111 


422 

414 

! 8 

8 

430 


123 

54 

69 

285 

408 


102 

65 

37 

43 

145 

K nrtMn 

171 

146 

25 

25 

196 


80 

39 

41 

122 

202 


47 

15 

32 

148 

195 


21 

6 

15 

76 

97 


48 

18 

30 

207 

255 


89 

21 

68 

372 

461 


98 

31 

67 

490 

588 

hlinnesota 

195 

193 

2 

6 

201 

Mississippi 

36 

7 

29 

109 

145 

Missouri 

98 

79 

19 

19 

1 

117 

Montana ' 

48 

47 

49 

Nebraska 

127 

109 

18 

18 

145 

Nevada 

3 i 

2 

37 

40 

New Hampshire 

52 : 

30 

22 

29 

81 

New Jersey 

144 ' 

36 

108 

496 

640 

New Mexico 

34 

14 

20 1 

59 1 

93 

New York 

184 ' 

83 ' 

101 

1,078 ! 

1,262 

North Carolina 

25 

7 ! 

18 ! 

292 1 

317 

North Dakota 

42 i 

33 I 

9 1 

9 

51 

Ohio 

223 

89 

134 

606 

829 

Oklahoma 

220 

190 

30 

30 

250 

Oregon 

12 

7 

5 

220 

232 

Pennsylvania 

336 

182 

154 

885 

1,221 

Rhode Island 

4 

0 

4 

56 

60 

South Carolina 

26 

4 

22 

209 

235 

South Dakota 

35 

25 

10 ! 

48 

83 

Xcnnessee 

77 

20 ' 

57 1 

242 

319 

Texas 

542 

542 

0 

0 

542 

Utah 

12 

8 

4 

56 

68 

Vermont 

27 

13 

14 

38 

65 

Virginia 

113 

36 

77 

396 

509 

^Vashington. 

27 

12 

15 ! 

370 

397 

West Virginia 

80 

80 

0 

0 

80 

Wisconsin 

116 

104 

12 , 

24 

140 

Wynining 

40 

1 

40 

0 

0 

40 

Virgin I^ands 

0 


3 

4 






District of Columbia — all*, 

14 

1 

13 

91 

105 






♦Includes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency, 
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Table 4 


Applications for National bank charters^* and charters issued^* by States^ calendar 1967 


1 

Received \ 

Approved 

Rgected 

Abandoned 

1 Pending 
, Dec. 31, 1967 

Charters 

issued 

United States 

67 

9 

40 

1 2 

16 

le 

Alabama 

4 

0 

! 3 

0 

1 

c 

Alaska 

0 

0 

i 0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona 

0 

0 

1 0 

0 

0 

0 

Arkansas 

1 

0 

1 0 

0 

1 

0 

California 

0 

0 

i 0 

0 

0 

0 

Colorado 

1 

0 

1 1 

0 

0 

1 

Connecticut 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Coltunbia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Florida 

10 

2 

, 6 

0 

2 

3 

Georgia 

3 

1 

2 

0 

0 

2 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

! 0 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Illinois 

8 

0 

4 

1 

3 

0 

Indiana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Iowa 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Kansas 

I 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

Kentucky 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maine 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maryland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Massachusetts 

! 2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Michigan 

3 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

Minnesota 

3 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

Mississippi 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Montana 

0 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 

0 

Nebraska 

1 1 

0 

1 

0 

0 i 

0 

Nevada 

1 0 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 , 

0 

New Hampshire 

1 1 

1 

1 

0 

0 ; 

0| 

0 

New Jersey 

! 1 

0 


0 ' 

0 ' 

0 

New Mexico 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 1 

0 i 

0 

New York 

0 1 

0 

0 1 

0 ■ 

0 ' 

3 

North Carolina. 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

North Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ohio 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

Oklahoma 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Oregon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pennsylvania 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Rhode Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South Carolina 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

South Dakota i 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Tennessee , 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Texas i 

5 

0 

3 

0 

2 

1 

Utah 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vermont. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virginia 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

Wa^ington 

3 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

West Virginia 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

Wisconsin 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

4 

Wyoming 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Puerto Rico 

1 

0 

* 

0 

0 

0 


^Excludes convcraions. 

jlncludes 20 applications pending as of Dec. 31> 1966. 
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Table 5 

Applications for conversion to National bank charters^ and charters issued^ by States^ calendar 1967 



Received* 

Approved 

Rqected 

Abandoned 

Pending 
Dec, 3U 1967 

Charters 

issued 

United States 

18 

14 

2 

0 

2 

9 


j 

I 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Alaska 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arkansas 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

California 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Colorado 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

Connecticut 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Dutrict of Columbia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Florida 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Georgia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Illinois 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Indiana 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Iowa 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Kansas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Kentucky 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maine 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maryland 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Massachusetts 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Michigan 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Minnesota 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Mississippi 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Missouri 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Montana 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

b 

Nebraska 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Nevada 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Hampshire 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Jersey 

I 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Mexico 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New York 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

North Carolina 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

North Dakota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ohio 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Oklahoma 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Oregon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pennsylvania 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Rhode Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South Carolina 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South Dakota 

I 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Tennessee 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Texas 

0 

0 

1 0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vermont 

1 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virginia 

! 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Washington 

0 

1 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wisconsin 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


^Indudcs four applications pending as of December 31, 1966. 
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Tabi£ 6 


Branchis of National banks, calendar 1967 



Branches in 
operation 

Dec. 31, 1966 

De novo branches 
corned for 
business Jan. 1— 
Dee. 31, 1967 

Branches ac- 
quired through 
merger or con- 
version Jan. 1— 
Dec. 31, 1967 

Existing branches 
discofOirtued or 
consolidated 
Jan. 1- 
Dec. 31, 1967 

Branches in 
operation 

Dec. 31, 1967 

United States 

'9,406 

502 

148 

67 

9,989 

Alabama 

137 

13 

1 

0 

151 

Alaska 

42 

0 

0 

1 

41 

Arizona 

182 

3 

0 

0 

185 

Arkansas 

62 

7 

1 

0 

70 

California 

1,791 

106 

23 

17 

1,903 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Connecticut 

179 

11 

0 

1 

189 

Delaware 

4 

0 

0 

0 

4 

District of Columbia 

53 

1 

0 

0 

54 

Florida 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Georgia 

127 

11 

0 

1 

137 

Hawaii 

41 

0 

0 

0 

41 

Idaho 

101 

2 

0 

t 

102 

Illinois 

0 

8 

0 

0 

8 

Indiana 

267 

19 

0 

1 

285 

Iowa 

38 

3 

2 

0 

43 

Kansas 

1 25 

1 

! 0 

1 

25 

Kentucky 

120 

5 

0 

3 

122 

Louisiana 

145 

5 

0 

2 

148 

Maine 

71 

5 

0 

0 

76 

Maryland 

196 

11 

0 

0 

207 

Massachusetts 

351 

20 

4 

3 

372 

Michigan 

'459 

32 

4 

5 

490 

Minnesota 

6 

0 

0 

0 

6 

Mississippi 

96 

9 

4 

0 

109 

Missouri 

19 

1 

0 

1 

19 

Montana 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

Nebraska 

18 

2 

0 

2 

18 

Nevada 

36 

1 

0 

0 

37 

New Hampshire 

26 

1 

3 

0 

0 

29 

New Jersey 

459 

25 

17 

5 

496 

New Mexico 

54 

5 

0 

0 

59 

New York 

1, 015 

32 

37 

6 

1,078 

North Carolina 

275 

16 

9 

8 

292 

North Dakota 

8 

1 

0 

0 

9 

Ohio 

570 

31 

6 

1 

606 

Oklahoma 

27 

3 

0 

0 

30 

Oregon 

217 

4 

0 

1 

220 

Pennsylvania 

840 

33 

16 

4 

885 

Rhode Uand 

54 

2 

0 

0 

56 

South Carolina 

191 

17 

3 

2 

209 

South Dakota 

42 

2 

4 

0 

48 

Tennessee 

226 

16 

1 

1 

242 

Texas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

55 

1 

0 

0 

56 

Vermont 

33 

2 

3 

0 

38 

Virginia 

369 

18 

9 

0 

396 

Washington 

'352 

15 

3 

0 

370 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 0 

Wisconsin 

24 

0 

0 

0 

i 24 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virgin Idands 

3 

0 

0 

0 

3 

District of Columbia — all* 

89 

2 

0 

0 

91 


*IncJude8 National and non>NationaI banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

^ Revised. 
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Table 7 

De novo branch applications of National banksy by States^ calendar 19&? 



Received* 

Approved 

R^ected 

Abandoned 

Pending 

Dee. 31 y 1967 

United States 

1,012 1 

438 

254 

61 

259 

Alabama. 

18 

14 

1 

1 

2 

Alaska j 

2 ! 

0 

1 

1 

0 

Arizona 1 

12 

4 

6 

2 

0 

Arkansas 

10 

9 

0 

0 

1 

California 

153 

56 

57 

5 

35 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Connecticut 

16 

9 

2 

2 

3 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia 

3 

1 

2 

0 

0 

Florida 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Georgia 

11 

6 

1 

1 

3 

Hawaii 

3 

2 

1 

0 

0 

Idaho 

6 

2 

2 

0 

2 

Illinois 

: 26 

22 

0 

1 

3 

Indiana 

25 

15 

6 

1 

3 

Iowa 

9 

5 

0 

1 

3 

Kansas 

3 

2 

0 

1 

0 

Kentucky 

10 

7 

0 

1 

2 

Louisiana 

15 

11 

1 

0 

3 

Maine 

6 

4 

2 

0 

0 

Maryland 

35 

11 

15 

4 

5 

Massachusetts 

27 

19 

3 

0 

5 

Michigan 

70 

26 

24 

7 

13 

Minnesota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mississippi 

14 

6 

3 

0 

5 

Missouri 

I 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Montana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nebraska 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Nevada 

3 

1 

2 

0 

0 

New Hampshire 

9 

2 

4 

2 

1 

New Jersey 

35 

19 

4 

4 

8 

New Mexico 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

New York 

110 

23 

51 

8 

28 

North Carolina 

31 

13 

4 

2 

12 

North Dakota 

4 

2 

1 

0 

1 

Ohio 

59 

43 

6 

4 

6 

Oklahoma 

7 

6 

0 

0 

1 

Oregon 

19 

4 

7 

0 

8 

Pennsylvania 

75 

41 

24 

2 

8 

Rhode Island 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

South Czirolina 

21 

12 

5 

0 

4 

South Dakota 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee 

11 

7 

0 

1 

3 

Texas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

3 

1 

0 

1 

1 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virginia 

28 

12 

7 

2 

7 

Washin^on 

33 

12 

12 

1 

8 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wisconsin 

80 

0 

0 1 

6 

74 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 1 

0 

0 

Virgin Islands 

0 

0 

0 ; 

0 

0 

District of Columbia — allf 

i 3 

1 

1 

2 ; 

0 

0 


*Include3 263 applications pendii^ as of Dec. 31, 1966. 

f Includes Nation^ and non>National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 
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Table 8 


De novo branches of National banks opened for business^ by community size and by size of bank, calendar 1967 


Category Branches 

In cities with population: 

Less than 5,000 139 

5.000 to 24,999 156 

25.000 to 49,999 69 

50.000 to 99,999 42 

100.000 to 249,999 31 

250.000 to 499,999 28 

500.000 to 1,000,000 17 

Over 1,000,000 20 


Total 502 


Category Branches 

By banks with total resources (in millions erf* dollars): 

Less than 10.0 83 

10.0 to 24.9 102 

25.0 to 49.9 47 

50.0 to 99.9 37 

100.0 to 999.9 130 

Over 1,000.0 103 


Total 502 


Table 9 

Mergers,* calendar 1967 


Applications carried over from 1966 



14 

Applications received 1967 

Disposition of applications 1967: 



85 

Approved t 



75 

Disapi»-oved 

Withdrawn 



4 

Applications pending December 1967 

Transactions completed 1967: 



19 

Mergers 



68 

Consolidations 



6 

Purchase of assets 



10 

Total 



84 

The aggregate total of capital stock and capital accoutUs for the certificates issued are 

Mereing, cottsoli~ 
Charter or wing, or 

as follows: 


purchasing bank 

selling banks 

Combined 

Capital stock 

$302, 209, 707 

$62,211,285 

$350, 620, 001 

Capital accounts 

. 1, 229, 465, 703 

209,721, 811 

1,413,856,951 


^Includes mergera, consolidations, and purchase and sale transactions, where the resulting bank 
is a National bank. 

flncludes three applications approved in 1967, which were abandoned: one in 1967, two in 1968. 
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IV. Bank Examinations and Related Activities 


The National Bank Act requires that each National 
bank be examined twice in each calendar year, but the 
Comptroller, in the exercise of his discretion, may 
waive one such examination in a 2-year period or may 
cause such examinations to be made more frequently 
if considered necessary. In addition, the District Code 
authorizes the Comptroller to examine each non- 
National bank and trust company in the District of 
Columbia. 

During the year ended Decanber 31, 1967, 6,579 
examinations of banks, 10,399 examinations of 
branches, 1,570 examinations of trust departments and 
trust branches, 132 examinations of affiliates, and 286 
special examinations and special visitations were con- 
ducted, Three State banks were examined in connec- 
tion with conversions to National banks. Investigations 
were conducted in connection with applications for 
44 new charters and 651 new branches. Furthermore, 
examinations included direct verification of a substan- 
tial percentage of loan and deposit accounts in banks 
where internal controls were deemed inadequate. 

In 1967, the examination division was active in 
developing and adopting new examining procedures 
in response to the ever changing techniques of modem 
banking. To assist in the administration of these new 
procedures and to upgrade the quality of our examina- 
tions, the Washington reviewing staff was increased 
significantly to provide closer supervision over the field 
force. 

The examination report was enlarged to include sec- 
tions relating to credit card programs and other revolv- 
ing credit plans not operated as part of a credit card 
program. Another section, dealing with security and 
controls against external crimes, was developed late in 
1967 and will be included henceforth in the examina- 


tion report. New procedures for the examination of 
automated banks were adopted, including the imple- 
mentation of an electronic data processing report of 
examination and an examination report for National 
banks receiving EDP servicing. The examination staff 
was strengthened by the training of 28 specialists whose 
primary responribility is to conduct separate examina- 
tions of electronic data processing installations. 

On May 1, 1967, the Office of the Comptroller of 
the Currency placed into effect an accoimting regu- 
lation for National banks (formally known as Part 
18 — Form and Content of Financial Statements). 

The regulation requires that every bank under the 
jurisdiction of the Comptroller of the Currency must 
submit an annueil report to its shareholders. The regu- 
lation prescribes a detailed format for a balance sheet, 
statement of earnings, reconcilement of capital ac- 
counts, and reconcilement of reserves which must be 
incorporated in the annual report to shareholders. It 
also specifies a number of accounting methods and 
procedures to be used in maintaining records and pre- 
paring reports. 

The regulation not only encourages accrual account- 
ing for National banks, but establishes a timetable 
which will place all National banks with resources of 
$25 million or more on an accrual baris of accounting 
by 1970. Accounting authorities are convinced that 
accrual accoimting offers a more accurate and more 
refined picture of a bank’s operations than does the 
cash accounting method. 

The rationale underlying the regulation is that share- 
holders of all National banks are entitled to obtain that 
basic financial information necessary to evaluate the 
operations and the condition of the institutions in 
which they have invested funds. 
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V. Litigation 


In 1966, Congress enacted the Financial Institutions 
Supervisory Act, Public Law 89-695. The provisions 
of Title 11 of that Act, which amended sections 1818 
(a), (b), and (c) of Title 12 of the United States 
Code, are effective until June 30, 1 972. By such amend- 
ments, Congress expanded the authority of the Federal 
banking supervisory authorities to enforce their r^^la- 
tory determinations. To implement the statute, the 
Law Department formulated the “cease and desist” 
regulations, which were published on August 1, 1967. 
The statute and regulations enable the Comptroller’s 
Office, subject to judicial review, to enjoin unsafe and 
unsound banking practices and to initiate proceedings 
to remove bank officers and directors who have engaged 
in certain prohibited activities. Forms and documents 
have been prepared for rise under the cease and desist 
procedures. 

During calendar year 1967, 16 new cases were 
filed challenging administrative actions and rulings of 
the Comptroller. Forty-nine such cases were already 
pending prior to January 1, 1967, of which 22 had 
been decided or otherwise settled as of December 31, 
1967. The number of pending cases as of December 31, 
1967 totaled 43. 

A, Incidental Powers Cases 

A significant group of cases involve the incidental 
powers of National banks. These powers are derived 
from 12 U.S.C. § 24 (seventh) and the Comptroller’s 
regulations and rulings promulgated pursuant thereto. 
Specifically there are court challenges to a National 
bank’s operation of a travel agency, the sale to its 
customers of electronic data processing services, the sale 
of insurance incidental to banking transactions, and 
to the operation of armored car messenger services. 

Arnold Tours v. Camp and South Shore National 
Bank (D Mass., Civ. No. 67-372-C) involves the in- 
cidental power of a National bank to operate a travel 
agency. This case is scheduled for argument before the 
District Coiut in March 1968. The Comptroller is 
contending that the plaintiff-travel agencies lack stand- 
ing to sue because no statute gives them the right to 

14 


be free from competition and, even if they do have 
standing, tmdisputed facts establish that the operation 
of a travel zigency is a historic frmction as well as an 
incidental power of National banks. 

Two cases, Association of Data Processing Service 
Organizations, Inc. v. Camp and American National 
Bank and Trust Co. (USDC D Minn., Civ. No. 3-67- 
165) and Wingate Corporation v. Industrial National 
Bank of Rhode Island (USDC D R.I., Civ. No. 3847) , 
challenged the banks’ electronic data processing serv- 
ices as not being properly incidental to the banking 
business. These services are made available to bank 
customers on the computer time in excess of that re- 
quired for the completion of the bank’s internal check 
processing, bookkeeping, payroll and other programs. 
As of December 31, 1967, no court had ruled on the 
merits of either of these cases. 

In Georgia Association of Independent Insurance 
Agents, Inc., et al. v. Camp (U.S. Ct. of App., 5th Cir., 
Civ. No. 25060), the lower court rendered a decision 
adverse to the Comptroller’s position that a bank may 
act as agent for the sale of insurance incidental to bank- 
ing transactions. Mortgage insurance and credit life 
typify the kinds of insurance that National banks offer 
their customers in connection with making a loan. The 
effectiveness of the lower court’s judgment has been 
stayed pending appeal. 

Dickinson v. First National Bank in Plant City and 
Camp (U.S. Ct. of App., 5th Cir,, Civ. No. 25173) 
involves a challenge to the operation by the bank of an 
armored car messenger service as illegal branch bank- 
ing in Florida. The Comptroller authorized such serv- 
ices as a proper incidental power of National banks and 
contended that armored car messenger services did not 
violate the Florida statutory prohibition against branch 
banking. The lower court supported the Comptroller’s 
position and the State Comptroller has appealed that 
decision to the 5th Circuit Court of Appeals. 

B. Bond Underzvriting 

The Comptroller’s Investment Securities Regulation 
which ruled that certain securities were eligible for pur- 
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chase, dealing in, underwriting, and unlimited holding 
by National banks was challenged by a number of 
investment bankers in Baker, Watts & Co., et al. v. 
Camp (USDG D.G. Civ. No. 97-66). The district 
court granted the investment bankers’ motion for sum- 
mary judgment, and held that the pertinent legislation 
was intended to divorce commercial banks from the 
business of underwriting and dealing in the securities 
in question. By agreement of the parties, the Comp- 
troller’s appeal from that decision was dismissed on 
May 24, 1967. The Port of New York Authority, inter- 
venor on the side of the Comptroller in the court below, 
has continued to prosecute the appeal. 

C. Collective Investment Funds 

On September 27, 1967, the District Court for the 
District of Columbia handed down a decision adverse 
to the Comptroller in Investment Company Institute, 
et al. V. Camp (U.S, Ct. of App., D.C. Civ. No. 1083- 
66). The plaintiff, an association representing open- 
end investment companies and investment advisors, 
filed suit to enjoin the Comptroller from authorizing a 
National bank collectively to invest funds tendered to 
it, as managing agent solely for investment purposes. 
The court held that the plaintiffs had standing to sue 
the Comptroller and further that relevant statutes pro- 
hibited the operation of the funds in question. This 
decision is being appealed. 

D. New Bank Charter Cases 

The following pending cases challenge the exer- 
cise of the Comptroller’s discretion in approving new 
bank charters: Warren Bank v. Camp, (U.S. Ct of 
App., 6th Cir., Civ. No. 17718 and 17719), and First 
National Bank of Abbeville, et al. v. Camp, (USDC 
WD Louisiana, Civ, No. 12158). In Citizens Bank of 
Hattiesburg v. Camp (USDG SD Miss., Civ. No. 
1998), the District Court upheld the Comptroller’s 
position and dismissed the action. On appeal, the 5th 
Circuit Court of Appeals on December 4, 1967, 
affirmed. 

E. Branch Cases 

The U.S. Supreme Court rendered a decision in 
Walker Bank & T rust Co. v. Saxon and First National 
Bank of Logan and Commercial Security Bank V. 
Saxon (384 U.S. 925). The court held that the Utah 
statute, prescribing that all banks in the State, with 
certain exceptions, may branch only by meiger, applied 
to National banks and that the Comptroller must, in 


approving branches in Utah, follow the State law in 
that respect. The broader implications of this decision 
are being tested in pending branch cases in the lower 
courts throughout the country. A total of 16 cases in- 
volving branch approvals by the Comptroller of the 
Currency are now pending. The majority of these chal- 
lenge the Comptroller’s action on the grounds that the 
Federal branching statute (12 U.S.C. § 36), as it in- 
corporates State law has been violated or that the 
Comptroller has abused his discretion in detennin- 
ing that the need and convenience of the community 
will be served by the new branch. 

F. Merger Litigation 

This was the most active year in bank merger litiga- 
tion in the history of the Comptroller’s Office. 

The Comptroller was a party to each of five merger 
cases involving National banks during 1967. Two cases 
were decided by the Supreme Court: one argued be- 
fore the Supreme Court, with decision pending; one 
decided in favor of the banks and the Comptroller by 
a three-judge court in San Francisco; and, one tried 
before the District Court in Philadelphia, with deci- 
sion pending. The Comptroller’s position in these cases, 
generally, was that the Bank Merger Act of 1966 made 
substantive changes in the standards to be applied by 
the courts to bank meigers, and, specifically, that each 
challenged bank merger was not anticompetitive in 
effect, and, alternatively, that anticompetitive effects 
were clearly outweighed in the public interest by the 
probable effects of the transaction in meeting the con- 
venience and needs of the o>mmunity to be seived. 

On March 27, 1967, the Supreme Court delivered 
its opinion in two bank merger cases which had been 
dismissed by the District Courts on the ground that 
the Justice Department had failed to plead the Bank 
Merger Act of 1966. In remanding both cases. United 
States V, First City National Bank of Houston et al. 
and United States v. Provident National Bank et al., 
386 U.S. 361, the Court decided that in a suit under 
the Bank Merger Act of 1966 the Jtjstice Department 
may properly plead a violation of the traditional anti- 
trust laws, but that the affirmative defense of “con- 
venience and needs” under the Bank Merger Act of 
1966 is available to the defendants. This means that 
after proof of a violation of section 7 of the Clayton 
Act, the burden shifts to defendants to prove that the 
wnvenience and needs of the community clearly out- 
weigh any anticompetitive effects of the meiger. The 
Supreme Court also held that the Comptroller’s reasons 
for approving a meiger may be found to be “well-nigh 
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conclusive” by a District Court, but that the ultimate 
judgment as to a merger’s legality rested in the court 
rather than the agency. United States v. First City 
National Bank of Houstont 386 U.S. 361. 

Subsequently, in a per curiam opinion the Supreme 
Court also remanded to the District Court the case of 
U,S, V. Mercantile Trust Company, N.A., and Security 
Trust Company (USDC ED Missouri C.A. No. 
656-241(1)) to be tried pursuant to the procedural 
rules set forth in the Houston case. This case is calen- 
dared for trial on March 1 1, 1968. 

The remanded case of United States v. Provident 
National Bank et aL (USDC ED Pa. C.A. No. 
40032) was the second to be fully tried under the 
Bank Merger Act of 1966. The trial lasted approxi- 
mately 7 weeks, between July 11, 1967 and August 
23, 1967. Oral argument was made on December 6, 
1967. Two Philadelphia banks are involved in this 
case. 

On October 30, 1967, a three-judge district court 
handed down the decision in United States Crocker- 
Anglo National Bank et al., 1967 Trade Cases para- 
graph 72,258. In upholding the merger, the court 
found that no competition existed between the merg- 
ing banks, and that prospective ccwnpetition by de novo 
branching was improbable. The court stated that all 
competing Hnancial institutions must be considered in 


evaluating the effect of the merger on competition, 
although no anticompetitive effects would occur even 
if competition were restricted to commercial banks. 
Finally, the court found that the merger would prove 
beneficial to the State of California, the community 
to be served, and would create a bank better able to 
compete with Bank of America, N.A., particularly, 
and other statewide banks. 

On December 11, 1967, the Supreme Court heard 
arguments on the appeal of United States v. Third 
National Bank of Nashville et al., 260 F. Supp. 869 
(1966), the first case to be fully tried under the Bank 
Merger Act of 1966. The District Court had approved 
the merger, cifing lack of competition between the 
merging banks and the overriding benefit to the com- 
munity to be served by the merger. Among the issues 
which will be decided by the Supreme Court, and 
which will have a rignificant impact on all future bank 
mergers and those presently in litigation, are the fol- 
lowing: (1) whether, in determining the effect of a 
merger upon competition, all competing financial in- 
stitutions must be considered; and, (2) whether a 
merging bank is required to seek out and consummate 
only the least anticompetitive merger available. It is 
expected that the court’s decision in this case will be 
handed down early in 1968. 
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VI. Fiduciary Activities of National Banks 


The trust departments of the National banks experi- 
enced continued growth in numbers of fiduciary ac- 
counts in 1967, although market values of assets held 
continued to reflect the uncertainties of the stock mar- 
ket. During the year, 50 applications for pennits to 
exercise fiduciary powers were received from National 
banks, and 29 were approved. This increased the num- 
ber of National banks authorized to exercise fiduciary 
powers to 1,908 by year end. The number of fiduciary 
accounts, and the diversity of assets held in fiduciary 
accounts continued to increase, with a corresponding 
rise in the workload in the examinations conducted 
by this Office. 

In this context, the Comptroller’s Office continued 
its efforts to improve the quality and efficiency of trust 
department examinations. Provision was made to ex- 
amine extremely small departments simultaneously 
with the examination of the commercial side of the 
banks, and a short form of examination report was 
adapted for use in these departments. Detailed instruc- 
tions were issued, outlining step>-by-step the procedure 
for the examination of smaller departments, thus pro- 
viding a useful supplement to the more general Manual 
of Instructions by focusing in specific detail upon those 
types of situations most likely to prevail. 

Greater efficiency in the handling of trust depart- 
ment examination reports was achieved through 
transferring from the regional offices to the Wash- 
ington Office, responsibility for review and initiation 
of corrective actions. This eased implementation of 
policy changes and resulted in a more uniform ap- 
plication of existing precedents. 

In April, a 2-week school was held in Washington 
for new trust examiners. An intensive course of instruc- 
tion was provided on all facets of trust department 
operation through lectures and discussions conducted 
by recognized banking authorities. In addition, prac- 
tical problems were presented by members of the 


Comptroller’s staff. In response to an invitation ex- 
tended to the Stote banking supervisors, examiners 
from the States of Michigan, Wisconsin, Iowa, Arizona, 
Illinois, New York, North Carolina, and Pennsylvania 
attended the school. 

A workshop was conducted in Washington in Octo- 
ber for the senior trust examiners from each region. 
The primary purposes were to achieve greater uni- 
formity in examination procedures, to discuss means 
of improving examination techniques, and to share 
methods of dealing with novel problems. During 1967, 
four persons were promoted to the position of Repre- 
sentative in Trusts, the highest level of qualification for 
trust examiners, and eight persons were advanced to 
the intermediate position of Associate in Trusts, The 
requirements for advancement to the Associate posi- 
tion were made more rigorous, and a new testing pro- 
cedure was initiated. 

This Office noted a continuing trend toward the 
wider application of computers and other aspects of 
automation technology. Although our trust examiners 
must be familiar with the capabilities of those systems 
in fiduciary applications, they are assisted in their eval- 
uation by examiners specially trained in automation 
techniques, who work with both commercial and trust 
examiners. Progress was made during the year toward 
the realization of the goal of evaluating all automatic 
trust accounting systems as systems. This objective is 
supplemental to, but has an important bearing on, the 
primary purpose of the examination process, which 
is to assure that all fiduciary activities are carried out 
in accordance with applicable legal requirements and 
sound fiduciary principles. 

The Office testified ir favor of legislation which 
would authorize National banks to operate collective 
investment funds for agency accounts. The effect of 
the legislation would be to reverse the District Court 
decision in Investment Company Institute v. Camp. 
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VI I . International Banking and Finance 


The num’ber of foreign branches of National banks 
increased during 1967 from 230 to 278, Their total 
resources inoreased from $9.4 billion on December 31, 
1966, to $11.9 billion on December 30, 1967, an 
amount which exceeds the total assets of National 
banks in each State but five. At the end of 1967, foreign 
branches of National banks constituted 95.5 percent 
of total foreign branches of U.S. banks. Not only did 
the long-established continue to expand at a consider- 
able pace, but several banks made the decision to go 
overseas for the first time. At year end, a number of ap- 
plications were pending, and some were in the ap- 
proved, unopened category. In addition, two National 
banks established Edge Act corporations for the first 
time, to bring the total of National banks with such 
subsidiaries to 21. Expansion thus continued apace in 
a year beset with international economic problems of 
the most serious nature. Among those was a worsening 
of the deficits in the balance of payments of two of the 
world’s major economies, those of the United States 
and the United Kingdom. 

On January 1, 1968, a series of measures, including a 
new Voluntary Credit Restraint Program for banks, 
was announced to deal with our balance of payments. 
The Voluntary Credit Restraint Program and the In- 
terest Equalization Tax continued to provide incen- 
tive for overseas branches to tap the important Euro- 
dollar markets. Faced wdth the necessity of curbing 
lending to foreigners from home offices, a number of 


large American banks have come to view the over- 
seas branch as an essential adjunct to their banks, not 
only for the long-run profits from the branch opera- 
tions per re, but also in order to service adequately the 
needs of multinational clients. Some foreign branch ex- 
pansion was defensive. If a bank did not expand over- 
seas, it faced the possibility of losing some of its prime 
domestic and intemation^ business to its banking 
competitors with overseas facilities. 

In response to these developments, 1967 witnessed 
a step-up in the efforts of this Office to train a cadre 
of specialized examiners-intemational. In May, our 
first armual seminar in international banking, lasting 
2 weeks, gave f^rticipants an intensive exposure to 
the principles and practices of international finance. 
The program received the support of several other gov- 
ernment departments, universities and leading interna- 
tional banks, both American and foreign. Some exam- 
iners were enrolled in the Foreign Service Institute of 
the Department of State for in-depth study programs. 
Others have been enrolled in foreign language courses 
at the same institution and at other institutions around 
the country. A monthly compendium. International 
Banking NewSj was inaugurated to keep examiners up- 
to-date on international banking developments. A pro- 
gram of in-bank training was developed to help meet 
our current and future requirements. 

The year 1967 also witnessed the continuation of the 
Office policy of selective, on-the-spK)t examinations. 
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Table 10 

Foreign branches of National banksy by region and countryy Dec. 31y 1967 


Region and country 

Humber 

Region and country 

Number 


131 


3 





24 


1 


3 


2 


2 




15 


6 

ChWf 

17 

8 




I 


5 


3 


4 


2 


1 




2 


63 





2 


10 


1 


8 


5 


12 


2 



3 

Panama 

19 

Malaysia 

5 

Paraguay 

3 

Okinawa 

2 

Peru 

5 

Pakistan 

4 

'Prinidad 

4 

Philippines 

5 

Uruguay 

2 

Singapore 

8 

Venezuela 

4 

Xaiwan 

2 

Virgin Islands (British) 

2 

Thailand 

2 



Viet-Nam ... . 

2 

Europe 

44 




1 

IT.S. nvenieas areas and tnint territoriea 

31 

Aitarria 

1 


Belgium 

6 

Oanal Zone 

' 2 


5 

Guam 

2 

fierrnnny 

8 

Puerto Rico 

16 

Greece 

2 

Truk Islands 

Italy 

2 

Virgin Tslancte 

10 

^etfierli^ orfl* 

3 


Switzerland 

3 

Total 

278 

Oreat Britain ... 

13 

1 


Ireland. 

Military Kanking fiacilitics 

31 
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VIII. Administrative and Management 
Developments 


During 1967, the Comptroller of the Currency 
initiated a program to revamp and modernize the in- 
ternal administrative operations of the Office. The 
initial step in this program was the appointment of an 
experienced certified public acountant to the position of 
Deputy Administrative As^tant for Fiscal Manage- 
ment, reporting directly to the Administrative Assist- 
ant to the Comptroller. In conjunction with this ap- 
pointment, there was established the Fiscal Manage- 
ment Division, including a systems staff of experienced 
certified public accountants, which has responsibility 
for the following areas : 

1. Establishing, coordinating, and maintaining 
an integrated financial management system; 

2. Performing systems analysis and develop- 
ment relating to budgetii^, accounting, report- 
ing, and other financial operations; 

3. Serving as adviser to the Administrative 
Assistant to the Comptroller of the Currency con- 
cerning financial operations of the Office; 

4. Performing various special projects and 
studies relating to financial matters; and 

5. Performing studies, on other administrative 
support operations such as procurement, supply, 
automatic data processing, messenger and mail 
service, disbursing, and space management 

During the year, the Fiscal Management Division 
was able to provide top management with more in- 
formative and timely financial information. The ac- 
crual accounting system, established on January 1, 
1964, was expanded by developing a more extensive 
system of account classification and by subjecting addi- 
tional items to the accrual basis of accounting. In addi- 
tion, the monthly financial statements were revamped 
in format with certain supporting data presented only 
on a quarterly basis, coupled with a narrative report 
summarizing and analyzing the significant changes and 
trends in the financial position of the Oflfice. 

Several procedural memorandums were issued re- 


lating to travel, education and training expenditures, 
purchasing, time and leave reporting, and the establish- 
ment of imprest cash funds in regional offices. These 
contributed to more coordinated and accurate infor- 
mation, clarification of authorities and responabilities, 
and reduction in paperwork and processing costs. 

In addition to the Fiscal Management Division, a 
management analyst and computer expert joined the 
immediate staff of the Administrative Assistant, and 
was given the responsibility to convert all applicable 
operations to EDP and EAM equipment. Various 
studies were initiated toward this objective during the 
latter part of the year and certain prc^pram adaptations 
will be accomplished in the coming year. 

Due to the efforts of the Administrative Assistant 
and the Fiscal Management Staff, the Office was able 
to report in the government cost reduction-man 2 ige- 
ment improvement program total savings of $167,000, 
all attributable to actions taken in the second half 
of calendar 1967. 

Since 1938, this Office has had an independent audit 
of its annual financial statements conducted by the 
Bureau of Accounts, U.S. Treasury Department. How- 
ever, for 1967, the Office engaged an independent pub- 
lic accounting firm to perform the annual audit. 

Other actions of the Administrative Branch accom- 
plished meaningful improvements in the conduct of 
Office affairs. A new publication, the Directory, was 
issued to the National banking system in the spring of 
1967. It contains the address and telephone number 
of every decision-making official in the Office, together 
with his picture and a short biographical sketch. This 
new work has been well-received as one of our 
most useful issuances. The quarterly economic journal. 
The National Banking Review, was discontinued in 
mid-year. A monograph series is being inaugurated 
which will include significant economic and banking 
studies. The flexible monograph approach permits 
speedy publication of timely studies at greatly reduced 
expenditures. 
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The 4-year program of remodeling all of our 16 
headquarters’ offices throughout the country was com- 
pleted in 1967 with the relocation of the Cleveland 
office. The product of this program has been the in- 
stallation of modem, bright office facilities for regional 
officials in keeping with their augmented policymaking 
and supervisory responsibilities. And sifter a 2-year 
pendency, the Office’s comprehensive records reten- 
tion schedules were given initial Office approval. Con- 
sultations with the appraisal service of the National 
Archives Records Service have been held. 

Personnel administration provided the Office with 
additional substantial successes. Like all other em- 
ployers, this Office is faced with a critical shortage 
of qualified jjersonnel in a tight labor market. Our 
response has been the selection of a Regional Recruit- 
ment Coordinator for each of our 14 National bank 
regions. These recruiters were given training, guidance, 
and responsibility for recruitment on college and imi- 
versity campuses throughout the multi-State area cov- 
ered by their region. The last year showed a marked 
increase in the activities of these recruiters throughout 
the country. As a result, our manpower shortage was 
lessened with a net gain of 84 new Assistant National 
Bank Examiners and Assistants in Trust. In the fall 
of the year, the second annual Recruiters’ Conference 
was convened in Washington to promote an exchange 
of experiences and methods used throughout the 
country. 

New enthusiasm was injected into additional per- 
sonnel activities. The Incentive Awards Program was 
given special emphasis and the achievements have been 
encouraging. All phases of the Office training program 
have received new attention. The Trust Division con- 


ducted its annual 2-week school for Assistants in Trust, 
and the International Division also conducted a semi- 
nar for its National Bank Examiners-Intemational. 
E^ght exp)erienced personnel piarticipiated in our Ad- 
vanced Education Program during 1967 and were 
afforded an opportunity to pursue 1 year of study at 
an accredited university or college. Special attention 
was also paid to the sectional schools program. Under 
this program. National bank r^ons bring together 
newly appointed Assistant National Bank Examiners 
for a period of instruction on matters relating to com- 
mercial bank examinations. A study is being conducted 
for the purpose of evaluating instructional techniques 
used in the training of Assistant National Bank 
Examiners. 

Other employee development programs were con- 
tinued. Seventy-three experienced examiners were se- 
lected to attend one of the eight graduate schools of 
banking. Credit seminars were conducted at regional 
sites for examiners responsible for the evaluation of 
bank credits. The Office also sponsored American In- 
stitute of Banking correspondence courses for any inter- 
ested employee. During 1967, there were 148 new 
enrollments in these courses, as well as 51 enrollments 
in the Dun and Bradstreet course, Credit and Financial 
Analysis. 

The year-long training program of 28 specialists in 
bank EDP systems was completed in 1967 with the 
graduation and assigrunent of the selected personnel. 
The primary responsibility of these specialists is the 
examination and evaluation of EDP systems in Na- 
tional banks. This has been a necessary and effective 
refinement of bank examining procedures, and has 
aided in the evaluation of the National banking system. 
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IX. Financial Operations of the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, 1967 


Corresponding to the growth and vitality of the 
National banking system during the p>ast several years, 
the financial position of the Comptroller’s Office con- 
tinued to show improvement during calendar year 
1967. 

Receipts for 1967 amounted to $23.8 million, an in- 
crease of $1.4 million over 1966. This increase is pri- 
marily attributable to the $17 billion rise in total assets 
of National banks. Receipts from assessments on Na- 
tional banks amounted to $20.7 million, or 85 percent 
of total receipts. 

Total income on investments for 1967 amounted to 
$808,000, an increase of 20 percent over the prior year. 
The increase was accomplished by more timely invest- 
ment of available funds and by obtaining higher 
yielding securities. 

Expenditures for 1967 amounted to $21.5 million, 
an increase of $1.7 million over 1966. Salaries, related 


payroll expenses and travel expenses amounted to $20.1 
million. 

Increased salary ejqaense, which accounted for 93 
percent of the total increase in expenditures, was prin- 
cipally due to (1) the Federal pay increases; (2) the 
third year of operation of the improved merit promo- 
tion plan; and, (3) a 7 percent increase in the average 
number of examining personnel. By scheduling travel 
on a priority basis, we were able to reduce travel ec- 
penditures by approximately $87,000, despite a net 
increase in our examining force for the year. 

The Comptroller’s equity represents the accumu- 
lated excess of receipts over expenditures retained by 
the Office for possible future contingencies. At De- 
cember 31, 1966, the equity account had a balance 
of $9,300,000. The increase in 1967 amounted to 
$2,312,000, yielding a total in the equity account of 
$11,612,000 at year end. 
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Table 11 


OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 
BALANCE SHEET 

Assets December 31 



1967 

1966* 

Current assets: 

Cash 

U.S. Government obligations, at cost (approximates market value) 

Accounts receivable 

Accrued interest 

Prepaid expenses and other 

$310, 202 
621,841 

58, 952 
134,903 
37, 736 

$324, 867 
831, 876 
53, 271 
110,098 
45, 166 

Total current assets 

1, 163, 634 

1, 365, 278 

U.S. Government obligations, at cost (approximate market value $13,454,068 
in 1967 and $11,385,828 in 1966) 

14, 159, 733 

11,618,874 

Fixed assets, at cost: 

Furniture and fixtures 

OfiBce machinery and equipment 

654, 368 
315,960 

555, 582 
289, 262 

Less accumulated depreciation 

970, 328 
303, 318 

844,844 
217, 122 


667, 010 

627, 722 

Total assets 

$15, 990, 377 

$13,611,874 

Liabilities and Comptroller’s Equity 



Current liabilities: 

Accounts payable 

Salary deductions and withholdings 

Accrued travel and salary 

$152, 280 
77, 531 
218,088 

$71, 192 
65, 279 
279,000 

Total current liabilities 

447,899 

415,471 

Accumulated aimual leave 

Qosed receivership funds 

1, 225, 628 

2, 704, 527 

1,191,536 
2, 704, 081 

Total liabilities 

4,378,054 

4,311,088 

Comptroller’s equity 

11,612,323 

9, 300, 786 

Total liabilities and Comptroller’s equity 

$15,990,377 

$13,611,874 


*Fioandal statements for 1966 were audited by the Bureau (£ Accounts (£ the Treasury Department. Data for 1960-1965 may 
be found in Comptroller of the Currency^ S^atistieal Supplement to the 1966 Annual Report. 
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Tabu 12 

OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 
STATEMENT OF REVENUE, EXPENSES 
AND COMPTROLLER'S EQUITY 


Year ended December 31 



1967 

1966* 




Revenue: 

Semi>emnual assessments 

$20, 651, 935 

$19,284,855 

Examinations and investigations 

1, 715,862 

1, 785, 684 

Examination reptMls sold 

502,065 

494, 635 

Revenue Gram investments 

807,647 

675, 982 

Other 

155, 749 

176,073 


23, 833, 258 

22, 417, 229 

Expenses: 

Salary 

15,633, 374 

14, 169, 384 

Retirement and other contributions 

1, 181, 144 

1,079, 179 

Per diem 

1,961, 520 

2,049,548 

Travel 

1, 326, 106 

1, 325, 133 

Rent and maintenance 

273, 519 

244, 877 

Supplies 

80,650 

90,200 

Printing, reproduction and subscriptions 

298,050 

251, 260 

Depreaation 

92,983 

75, 369 

Remodeling 

47,963 

51, 538 

Office msu^ine repairs and rentals 

96,471 

83, 067 

Communications 

214,024 

194, 322 

Moving and shippii^ 

82,094 

73,585 

Employees education and training 

109, 903 

56,843 

C^er 

123, 920 

100,992 


21,521,721 

19,845,297 

Excess revenue over expenses 

2,311,537 

2, 571, 932 

Comptroller’s equity at beginning of year 

9, 300, 786 

6, 728, 854 

Comptroller’s equity at end of year 

$11, 612,323 

$9, 300, 786 


♦Financial statements for 1966 were audited by the Bureau of Accounts of the Treasury Department. Data for 1960-1965 may 
be found in ComptroUer of the Currency, Statistical Supplement to the 1966 Annual Report, 
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Table 23 

OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 
STATEMENT OF SOURCE AND APPLICATION OF FUNDS 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1967 


Funds were provided by; 

Excess revenue over e^enses 
Add charges not requiring current outlay of funds 
Depreciation 

Net increase in accumulated annual leave 
Net loss on sales of fixed assets 


Net receipts of closed receivership funds 
Total funds provided 
Funds were applied to: 

Net increase in investment of long term U.S. Government obligations 
Purchases of furniture and fixtures 
Purchases of machinery and equipment 

Total funds applied 

Excess of funds applied over funds provided representing a decrease in working capital 


$2,311,537 

92,983 

34,092 

5,483 

2, 444, 095 

446 


2, 540, 859 
109, 494 
28,260 


2,678,613 


$234, 072 


OPINION OF INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT 

To the Comptroller of the Currency 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 

In our opinion, the accompanying balance sheet, the related statement of revenue, 
expenses and Comptroller’s equity and the statement of source and application of funds 
present fairly the financial position of the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 
at December 31, 1967 and the results of its operations and the supplementary infonna- 
tion on funds for the year then ended, in confonnity with generally accepted accounting 
principles applied on a basis consistent with that of the preceding year. Our examina- 
tion of these statements was made in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards and accordingly included such tests of the accounting records and such other 
auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances. 

Washington, D.C. PRICE WATERHOUSE & CO. 

February 26, 1968 
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X. Issue and Redemption of Currency 


Public Law 89-427, enacted on May 20, 1966, 
transferred the redemption of Federal Reserve notes 
from the Comptroller of the Currency to the Treasurer 
of the United States. The transfer became operational 
on August 1, 1966. During 1967, the Currency Issue 
Division of the Comptroller’s Office made 1,140 ship- 


ments of new Federal Reserve notes (1,993,920,000 
notes with an aggregate value of $10,988,400,000) to 
Federal Reserve agents. Delivery of 64,260,000 notes 
with an aggregate value of $381,700,000 was made to 
the Treasurer of the United States. 


2 & 3 - 544 — 68 3 
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Merger* Decisions, 1967 


Approvals 


Jan. 1, 1967: Pagt 

First National Bank of Lexington, Lexington, Miss. 
Pickens Bank, Pickens, Miss. 

Merger 35 


Jan. 1, 1967: 

Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk, Va. 
Merchants and Fanners Bank of Franklin, N.A., 


Franklin, Va. 

Consolidation 36 

Jan. 13, 1967: 

Vermont National Bank, Brattleboro, Vt. 

Ludlow Savings Bank and Trust Co., Ludlow, Vt. 
Merger 37 

Jan. 13, 1967: 

United States National Bank, San Diego, Calif. 

Mission National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Purchase 38 

Jan. 13, 1967: 

United States National Bank, San Diego, Calif. 

Peoples Bank, Los Angeles, (^if. 

Purchase 40 

Jan. 13, 1967: 

United States National Bank, San Di^o, Calif. 

Pioneer National Bank, Los Angeles, Ca^. 

Purchase 41 


Jan. 27, 1967: 

Trust Company of Morris Cotmty, Morristown, 

N.J. 

The Boonton National Bank of Parsippany-Troy 
Hills, Parsippany-Troy Hills, N;.J. 

Consolidation 42 

Jan. 28, 1967: 

National Bank & Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvania, 

York, Pa. 

The Cratral National Bank of Columbia, Columbia, 

Pa- 

Merger 43 

Jan. 31, 1%7: 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Ontario, Calif. 

The First National Bank of Elsinore, Elsinore, Calif. 

Merger 45 

Jan. 31, 1%7: 

The Grange National Bank of Potter County at 
Ulyses, Ulysses, Pa. 

The First Nation^ Bank of Genesee, Genesee, Pa. 

Merger 46 

Jan. 31, 1967: 

The Conestoga National Bank of Lancaster, Lan- 
caster, Pa. 

The First National Bank of Landisville, Landisville, 

Pa. 

Merger 47 


Approvals 


Jan. 31, 1967: Page 

The Howard National Bank & Trust Co., Burling- 
ton, Vt. 

The Rutland County Bank, Rutland, Vt. 

Merger 48 

Feb. 14, 1967: 

The Elscanaba National Bank, Escanaba, Mich. 

The Bark River State Bank, Bark River, Mich. 

Purchase 49 


Feb. 18, 1967: 

Farmers & Merchants National Bank, Winchester, 

Va. 

Middletown State Bank, Inc., Middletown, Va. 

Merger 51 

Feb. 21, 1967: 

The Planters National Bank & Trust Co., Rocky 
Mount, N.C. 

The Oxford National Bank, Oxford, N.C. 

Merger 52 

Feb. 24, 1967: 

Somerville National Bank, Somerville, Mass. 

County Bank & Trust Co., Cambridge, Mas. 

Merger 53 

Feb. 28, 1967: 

First National Bank, New Albany, Miss. 

Bank of Blue Mountain, Blue Moimtain, Miss. 

Merger 5 

Feb. 28, 1967: 

The Juniata Valley National Bank, Mifflintown, Pa. 
Tuscarora State Bank, Blairs Mills, Pa. 

Merger 55 

Mar. 11, 1967: 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumber- 
ton, N.C. 

The ^nk of Mayodan, Mayodan, N.C. 

Merger 56 

Apr. 10, 1967: 

Marine Midland National Bank of Tiw, Troy, N.Y. 
Unadilla National Bank, Unadilla, N.Y. 

Merger 57 

Apr. 28, 1%7: 

Vall^ National Bank, Glendale, Calif. 

Providencia Bank, Burbank, Calif. 

Merger 58 

Apr. 28, 1%7: 

The First National Iron Bank of New Jersey, 
Morristown, N.J. 

The First National Bank of Butler, Butler, N J. 

Merger 59 


^Includes mergers, consolidations, and purchase and sale 
trairsactions where the emerging bank is a National bank. 
Decisions are arranged chronmogically by effective date. 
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Approvals 


Apr. 28, 1967 : Page 

County National Bank, Middletown, N.Y. 

The Maybrook National Bank, Maybrook, N.Y. 

Merger 60 


Apr. 28, 1967: 

Marine National Bank, Erie, Pa. 

The Second National Bank of Titusville, Titusville, 


Pa. 

Merger 61 

May 1, 1967: 

Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle, Wash. 

Bank of Sumas, Sumas, Wash. 

Purchase 62 

May 1, 1967: 

Sierra National Bank, Petaluma, Calif. 

Tiburon National Bank, Tiburon, Calif. 

Purchase 63 

May 8, 1967: 

The Meadow Brook National Bank, New York, N.Y, 

Bank of North America, New York, N.Y. 

Consolidation 63 


May 8, 1967: 

The Hocking Valley National Bank of Lancaster, 
Lancaster, Ohio. 

The First National Bank of Baltimore, Baltimore, 

Ohio. 

Purchase 65 

May 12, 1967: 

First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark, 

N.J. 

Bank of Nutley, Nuticy, N.J. 

Merger 66 

May 16, 1967: 

First-City National Bank of Binghamton, Bingham- 
ton, N.Y. 

First-City National Bank of Southern New York, 
Binghamton, N.Y. 

Merger 68 

May 16, 1967: 

Lincoln National Bank and Trust Co. of Central 
New York, Syracuse, N.Y. 

Lincoln National Bank of Syracuse, Syracuse, N.Y. 

Merga- 69 

May 16, 1967: 

The First National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, 

N.Y. 

Second National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, 

N.Y. 

Merger 69 

May 19, 1967: 

South Shore National Bank, Quincy, Mass. 

First Bank & Trust Company of Needham, Need- 
ham, Mass. 

Merger 70 

June 7, 1967: 

National Bank of Chester County & Trust Co., 

West Chester, Pa. 

The A^Icn National Bank, Atglen, Pa. 

Merger 71 

June 16, 1967: 

The Wyomii^ National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, 
Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

The First National Bank of Shickshinny, Shick- 
shinny. Pa. 

Merger 73 


Approvals 


June 30, 1967: Pagt 

Franldin National Bank, h^neola, N.Y. 

Federation Bank & Trust Company, New York, 

N.Y. 

Merger 74 


June 30, 1967: 

National Bank of Commerce of Paragould, Para- 
gould, Ark. 

First National Bank of Paragould, Paragould, Ark. 
Merger 77 

June 30, 1967: 

The Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg, Va. 

Union Bank & Trust Co. of Amelia, Amelia Court 


House, Va. 

Merger 78 

July 15, 1967: 

The First National Bank of Racine, Racine, Ohio 

The Racine Home Bank, Racine, Ohio 

Merger 80 

July 21, 1967; 

The First National Bank, Narrows, Va. 

First Valley National Bank, Rich Creek, Va. 

Consolidation 81 

July 24, 1967: 

Santa Clarita National Bank, Ncwhall, Calif. 

Boulevard Bank, Sepulveda, Calif. 

Purchase 82 


July 24, 1967: 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumber- 
ton, N.C. 

The Bank of Mount Gilead, Mount Gilead, N.C. 

Merger 83 

July 31, 1967: 

The First National Bank of McCounelsville, 
McGonndsville, Ohio 

The First National Bank of Stockport, Stockport, 

Ohio 

Merger 84 

Aug. 7, 1967; 

The First National Bank of Ebensburg, Ebensburg, 


Pa. 

The First National Bank of Hastings, Hastings, Pa. 

Merger 85 

Aug. 14, 1967: 

La Salle National Bank, Chic^o, 111. 

The Mutual National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, Ill- 
Merger 86 

Aug. 17, 1967: 

First National Bank of San Diego, San Diego, Calif. 
Saddleback National Bank, Tustin, Calif. 

Merger 88 

Aug. 23, 1967: 

First National Bank, Memphis, Tex. 

First National Bank, Lakeview, Tex. 

Purchase 91 


Aug. 30, 1967: 

Union National Bank & Trust Co. of Huntingdon, 
Huntingdon, Pa. 

The First National Bank of Three Springs, Three 


Springs, Pa. 

Merger 91 

;. 31, 1967: 

Central Valley National Bank, Oaklan^ Calif. 

Concord National Bank, Gonoord, Calif. 

Merger 92 
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Approvals 


Aug. 31, 1967: Pane 

First UmoQ National Bank of North Carolina, 
Charlotte, N.G. 

The Gitiicns Bank & Trust Co. of Southern I^es, 
Southern Fines, N.C. 

Merger 94 

Aug. 31, 1967; 

The Grayson National Bank, Indmendence, Va. 

The Farmers Bank of Elk Greek, Uk Creek, Va. 

Merger 96 

Sept. 14, 1967; 

Sou^cm GaliKffnia First National Bank, San 
Diego, Calif. 

Huntington-Valley Bank, Huntington Beach, Calif. 
Mcr^ 77: 97 

Sept, 25, 1967: 

The Bank of California, N.A., San Francisco, Calif. 
Metropolitan Bank, HoUywot^ Los Angeles, Calif. 
Merger 97 


Approvals 


Oct. 20, 1967; Page 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, 
Jacksonville, N.C. 

Bank of Lillini^n, T.illingrtprt j N.G. 

Merger 113 

Oct. 20, 1967: 

National Bank of Washington, Tacoma, Wash. 

First National Bank in Montesano, Montesano, 

Wash. 

Merger 114 

Oct 21, 1967: 

The Peoples National Bank, Greenville, S.C. 

Farmers Bank of Simpsonville, Simpsonville, S.C. 

Merger . 77 . 115 


Oct 25, 1967; 

Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes- 
Barre, Pa. 

Citizens Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

Merger 117 


Sept. 29, 1967; 


National Newrark & Essex Bank, Newark, N.J. 

Glen Ridge Trust Go., Glen Rl<^, N.J. 

Merger 99 

Sept. 30, 1967; 

Clermont National Bank, Milfinti, Ohio 

Merchants & Farmers Bank, Owensville, Ohio 

Purchase 100 


Oct 2, 1967: 

The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Go., 
Harrisburg, Pa. 

First Nation^ Bank & Trust Go. of Elizabethtown, 


Elizabethtown, Pa. 

Merger 101 

Oct. 2, 1967; 

The First National Bank of Miami, Miami, Fla. 

New National Bank of Miami, Miaini, Fla. 

Merger 103 


Oct 5, 1967: 

Southern California First National Bank, San Di<go, 


Oct 31, 1967: 

The Live Stock National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux 
City, Iowa 

Morningside Savings Bank, Sioux City, Iowa 
Merger..... 119 


Oct. 31, 1967: 

The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes- 
Barre, Pa. 

The First National Bank of Bloomsbuig, Blooms- 
buig. Pa. 

Merger 121 


Nov. 25. 1967: 

The National Bank of Dover, Dover, Ohio 

The Peoples Bank & Savings Go., New Philadelphia, 

Ohio 

Merger 122 


Nov. 30, 1967: 

Adams Gountv National Bank, Cumberland Town- 
ship, Gettysburg, Pa. 

East J^Un Nationim Bank, East Berlin, Pa. 

Merger 123 


Herit^e-VS^lshire National Bank, Los Angeles, 

Merger 104 

Oct 9, 1967: 

Security National Bank of Contra Costa, Walnut 
Greek, Calif. 

First National Bank of Oakland, Oakland, Calif. 

Merger 106 

Oct. 9, 1967: 

Commercial National Bank, Buena Park, Calif. 
Westminster National Bank, Westminster, Calif. 

Merger 107 

Oct. 13, 1967: 

The First National Bank of Butte, Butte, Mont. 

Daly National Bank of Anaconda, Anaconda, Mont 
Coi^Udation 108 


Doc. 4, 1967: 

The National Bank of Commerce of Dallas, Tex. 

Empire State Bank of Dallas, Dallas, Tex. 

Me^r 125 

Dec. 9, 1967: 

The Hanover National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, 
Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

The Glen Lyon National Bank, Glen Lyon, Pa. 

Merger 128 

Dec. 14, 1967: 

The Canandaigua National Bank & Trust Go., 
Canandaigua, N.Y. 

The Hamlin Naticmal Bank of H<dcomb, Holcomb, 

N.Y. 

Merger 128 


Oct 17, 1967; 

The Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
New Yoric, Utica, N.Y. 

The National Bank of Waterville, Waterville, N.Y. 


Merger 109 

Oct. 20, 1967: 

Haddonfield National Bank, Haddontidd, N.J. 

Audubon National Bank, Audubon, N.J. 

Merger Ill 


Dec. 15, 1967: 

Golden Gate National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. 

The First National Bank of Vista, Vista, Calif. 
Consolidation 130 

Dec. 16, 1967: 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, 
Charlotte, N.G. 

The Bank of Wendell, Wcnddl, N.C. 

Merger 131 
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Approvals 


Dec. 19, 1967: PaQe 

The American National Bank & Trust Go. of 
^chigan, Kalamazoo, Mich. 

First State Bank of Mendon, Mendon, Mich. 

Merger 132 

Dec. 27, 1967; 

First National Bank in Indiana, Indiana, Pa. 

Conemai^h Valley Bank, Blairsville, Pa. 

Merger 134 

Dec. 29, 1967: 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte, N.C. 
Commercial & Industrial Bank, Fayette^e, N.C. 
Merger 135 


Dec. 30, 1967: 

Commonwealth National Bank, B<^ton, Maas. 

The Lincoln National Bank of Chelsea, Chelsea, 

Mass. 

Merger 136 

Dec. 31, 1967; 

Glens Falls National Banlc & Trust Co., Glens Falls, 

N.Y. 

Chester-Schroon-Horicon Bank, Chestcrtown, N.Y. 
Merger 138 

Dec. 31, 1967: 

Merchants National Bank & Trust Co. of Indian- 
apolis, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Live Stock Exchange Bank, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Merger 139 

Dec. 31, 1967: 

The Northeastem Ohio National Bank, Ashtabula, 

Ohio 

The Jefferson Banking Go., Jefferson, Ohio 

Merger 140 


Approvals 


Dec- 31, 1967: ^ Paw 

Newport National Bank, Newport Beach, Calif. 

University National Bank, Fullerton, Calif. 

Merger 142 


Additional Approvals 

A. Approved, but in litigation. 

Dec. 18, 1967: 

Phlllipsburg National Bank and Trust Company, 
PhnliMbi^, NJ. 

Second National Bank rtf Phillipsburg, Pbillipsburg, 

N.J. 

Merger 143 

B. Approved, but abandoned after litigation. 

Sept. 13, 1967: 

National Bank & Trust Go. of Oentral Pennsylvania, 


York, Pa. 

The Ketone Trust Co., Harrisburg, Pa. 

Merger 148 

Nov. 17, 1967; 

County National Bank, Middletown, N.Y. 

Citizens Bank of Moniw, Monroe, N.Y. 

Merger 150 


Dec. 18, 1967: 

New Jersey National Bank and Trust Co., Neptune, 

NJ. 

Belmar-Wall National Bank, Wall Township, Mon- 
mouth County, N.J. 

Merger 154 

Disapproval 

Dec. 18, 1967: 

First National Bank of Canton, Canton, Ohio 

The Canton National Bank, Canton, Ohio 

Consolidation 157 
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I. Approvals 


Pickens Bank, Pickens, Miss., and First National Bank of Lexington, Lexington, Miss. 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 


Pidcens Bank, Pickens, Miss., with 

aiKl First Nation^ Bank of Lexington, Lexington, Miss. (13313), which had , 
mer^ Jan. I, 1967, under charter and title Of the latter bank (13313). 
The merged bank at date of merger had 



Banking t^es 

Total assets 

In 

To be 


operation 

operated 

$2,049,048 

5,817,458 

7, 683, 096 

j 


1 


2 




comptroller’s decision 

On September 30, 1966, the Pickens Bank, Pickens, 
Miss., and the First National Bank of Lexington, Lex- 
ington, Miss., applied to the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the latter. 

Lexington, with a population of 3,000, is the county 
seat of Holmes County and the trading center for an 
estimated 15,000 people. Agriculture and livestock are 
its primary sources of income with weekly livestock 
sales averaging between $50,000 and $75,000. It has 
a moderate amount of industry and is the home of one 
of the laigest producers of sand and gravel in this part 
of the State. Growth in Lexington has been steady dur- 
ing the last decade and prospects for future growth are 
favorable. 

Pickens, with a population of 750, is located in the 
southeast comer of Holmes County, appravimately 18 
miles from Lodngton. Agriculture, with cotton and 
soybeans the leading products is the primary source of 
income. Most of the farms in the area are large opera- 
tions, some cultivating more than 1,000 acres. Other 
income is derived from cattle ranches and a minimum 
amount of industry. 

The First National Bank of Lexington, with IPC 
deposits of $3.8 million, was chartered in 1929. It has 
not been involved in any merger and does not operate 
any branch offices. 

Pirlcens Banlc^ with TPC deposits of $1.5 million, 
organized in 1912. It has not been involved in any 
meiger and does not operate any branch offices. Pri- 


mary competition is derived from the $23 million 
Delta National Bank in Yazoo City and the $6.7 mil- 
lion First National Bank of Canton. 

There is little, if any, competition between the par- 
ticipadi^ banks. Consummation of the proposed 
meiger will bring to Pickens a bank with greater lend- 
ing capacity and better able to compete with the banks 
located in Yazoo City and Canton. It will, in addition 
to solving the management succession problem exist- 
ing in the meiging bank, brii^ to the Pickens area such 
new banking services as trust powers, personal loan, 
and installment financing more in keeping with the 
needs of the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest, and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

November 7, 1966. 

summary of KBfORI- by ATlOKNEY GENERAL 

First National Bank of Lexington has assets of 
$5,047,000, and deposits of $4,683,000. Its single oflfice 
is located in Lexington, a town of 3,000 in north-cen- 
tral Mississippi. It has 26 percent of the total deposits 
of the four banks located in its service area. 

Pickens Bank has assets of $1,815,000, and deposits 
of $1,682,000. Its one ofiice is located in Pickens, a 
town of 750, 18 miles soutlieast of Lexington. It holds 
2 percent of the total deposits of (lie six banks in ils 
service area. 

There is no competition between (lie weigiug baiAs. 
The proposed merger would not adversely alTcct eom- 
petition. 


« « 
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Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk, Va., and Merchants & Farmers Bank of Franklin, N.A., 

Franklin, Va. 


Name bank and type of transaction 


Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (10194), with 

and Merchants and Farmers Bank of Franklin, N.A., Franklin, Va. (15613), . 

which had ; 

consolidated January 1, 1967, under charter and title of the former bank 
(10194). The consolidated bank at date of consolidation had 


Total assets 


$126, 325, 588 
8, 583, 158 
134, 908, 746 


Banking offices 

In 

operation 

16 

To be 
operated 



17 



comptroller’s decision 

On September 6, 1966, die MercliaiiCs & Fanners 
Bank of Franklin, NA., Franklin, Va., with IPG de- 
posits of $6 million, and tlie Seaboard Citizens Na- 
tional Bank, Norfolk, Va., widi IPC deposits of $96 
million, filed an application witli Uie Comptroller of 
the Currency for periuission to consolidate under the 
charter and title of die “Seaboard Citizens National 
Bank.” 

The Merciiants & Farmers Bank of Franklin, N.A., 
which was organized in 1928 as a Slate noranember 
bank, has received preliminary approval from the 
Comptroller to convert to a National banking associa- 
tion. The bank operates from a single office in Franklin, 
a town of 7,700 located in Southampton County about 
37 miles souUiwest of Norfolk. The economy of the 
service ai-ea is prindpally dependent on agriculture and 
die production of wood, the manufacture of wood 
pruduc'ts, and related industries. Farmers and Mcr- 
cliaiits’ slock is owned by United Viigima Bankshares, 
Inc., a leglsteied bank holding company which holds 
about 12 percent of total deposits in the State through 
subsidiaries in Richmond, Alexandria, Fairfax County, 
Lyndibuig, Newport News, Lexington, Ilarrisonbuig, 
and Franklin. 

The Seaboard Citizens National Bank was oiga- 
nlzed in 1067 and preseritly operates 15 brimehes, 10 of 
wliicli are located in Norfolk, two in Virginia Beach, 
and one each in Chesapeake, Holland and Suffolk. The 
Norfolk-Portsmoutli metropohtan area, which has a 
population of 700,000, Is an important financial center, 
and lauks second among die major Atlantic ports in 
tlic liajluiliig of foreign vvaterbome cargo. There arc 
many industries in tlic area, a number of whidi ^u'c 
1 dated to shrppmg, while the presence of large per- 
luaiiciit liiilitaiy bases provides a major addiuonal 
source of employment. 

Competition between the two banks is negligible. 
The closest branch of the Seaboard National to the 
charter bank is in Holland, Va., about 8 miles east 


of Franklin; however, only a very small percentage of 
each bank’s loans and deposits originate in the service 
area of the other bank. Competition is virtually non- 
existent between the Seaboard National and the other 
subsidiaries of United Virginia Bankshares, Inc., as 
none of these are based or have branches in Norfolk. 

The merger will not create an imbalance in banking 
competition. The consolidation with Seaboard Na- 
tional will enable the charter bank to compete more 
successfully with the Franklin branch of Viiginia Na- 
tionl Rank, the second largest bank in the State. Af- 
filiation with United Virginia Bankshares, Inc., will 
improve the competitive position of Seaboard Na- 
tional in Norfolk, where it competes with the largest 
banks in the State, viz., the Virginia National Bank, 
with deposits of $506 million, and the Norfolk area 
branches of First ^ Merchants National Bank of Rich- 
mond, with deposits of $520 million, and other large 
banks and bank holding company subsidiaries. If the 
consolidation is effectuated, then United Virginia 
Bankshares, Inc., will hold about 14- percent of total 
deposits in the State. 

The banking public will benefit in that the cdhsoK- 
dation will make available to the customers of SeAboard 
National the electronic data processing equipment and 
the financial and management services of the bank 
holding company. The Seaboard National expects that 
affiliation with TTnited Virginia Bankshares, Inc., will 
justify the establishment of a foreign banking depa.rt.- 
ment specializing in international transactions, as is 
fitting to a bank in a large seaport. Thmngh participa- 
tion by its affiliates. Seaboard National will he able to 
arrange loans up to $8 niillton to a single borrower. 
Service to tlie public- by the charter bank in Franklin 
win be improved, by the direct availability of additional 
trust seiadces, and by an increased lending limit 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed con- 
solidation, W'C find that it is in the public intere„st, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

November 8, 1966. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Seaboard had, as of June 30, 1966, assets 
of $120,715,000, deposits of $103,697,000, loans and 
discounts of $67,136,000, and capital accounts of 
$11,290,000. This bank’s history shows two prior 
mergers, one in 1963, and the other in 1964. 

As of June 30, 1966, Merchants held assets of 
$8,205,000, loans and discounts of $3,264,000, de- 
posits of $7,182,000, and capital accounts of $852,000. 
It has no history of mergers or consolidations. Mer- 
chants is a subsidiary of United Virginia Bankshares, 
Inc., and the resulting bank of this consolidation will 
also be a Bankshares’ subsidiary. Merchants will, prior 
to consummation of this transaction, apply for a Na- 
tional charter, and the consolidated bank will operate 
under this charter with the title of Seaboard Citizens 
National Bank. The result of this consolidation will be 


the acquisition by Bankshares of a $120 million bank 
in Norfolk, the largest city in Virginia and the only 
major financial center in the State in which Bank- 
shares has no subsidiary. 

Some competition between Seaboard and Mer- 
chants apjjears to be present, and this conipetition 
would be eliminated by consummation of the proposed 
consolidation. There appears to be little present com- 
petition between Seaboard and other Bankshares’ sub- 
sidiaries, but potential competition appeare to be pres- 
ent through the possible de novo chartering of a new 
bank by Bankshares in Seaboard’s service area or 
through the acquisition of one of the smaller banks in 
that area. Such potential competition would be elim- 
inated by consummation of the proposed consolidation. 
Apart from the foregoing, it is not likely that compe- 
tition in either Seaboard’s or Merchants’ service area 
would be adversely affected by the transaction. 

* 


Ludlow Savings Bank & Trust Co., Ludlow, Vt., and Vermont National Bank, Brattleboro, Vt. 




Banking offices 

Jtfame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

1 

To be 
operated 

Ludlow Savings Bank and Trust Oo., Ludlnw, Vt., with 

$3, 623, 575 1 
55, 547, 700 i 

59, 169, 044 

1 

1 i 


and Vermont National Bank, Brattleboro, Vt. (1430), which had 

11 ! 


merged Jan. 13, 1967, under charter and title rf the latter bank (1430). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

12 




comptroller’s decision 

On October 10, 1966, the Vermont National Bank 
of Brattleboro, Vt., a bank having IPG deposits of 
$46.7 million, and the Ludlow Savings Bank & Trust 
Co. of Ludlow, Ludlow, Vt., having I PC deposits of 
$3 million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter of and with 
the title of “Vermont National Bank.” 

The charter bank is located in Brattleboro, a city 
of 12,000 which is situated in the southeast corner of 
Vermont on the New Hampshire border, about 9 
miles north of the Massachusetts line. It is the fourth 
largest city in Vermont and serves an area of 60,000 
people. Its economy is diversified and stable; it has 36 
manufacturing establishments that employ over 3,500 
people. Tourism is an important economic factor pri- 
marily during the winter months. The ski areas nearby 
are nationally recognized and make Brattleboro a 
winter sports center. The Mount Snow complex alone 
often draws over 10,000 people per day and has a 


season’s income in excess of $2 million. The surround- 
ing area is devoted to dairy farming but that is on the 
decline. Brattleboro has, in brief, experienced moder- 
ate economic growth and population increase within 
recent yeare, and future prospects appear good. 

Ludlow is a town of 2,400 inhabitants which is sit- 
uated in the center of the Green Mountains, 49 miles 
northwest of Brattleboro and which serves an area of 
5,000 people. The town is essentially rural in char- 
acter, but there is some industry present. Many of the 
residents have given up dairy farming and commute to 
neighboring towns for employment. The recent de- 
velopment of the Okemo Mountain ski area is having 
a decided impact upon the community and the costly 
addition of snowmaking equipment is expected to 
stabilize attendance and therefore diminish the risk of 
a poor season. All in all, Ludlow is a modest country 
town with limited industrial potential and will prob- 
ably remain so for several years to come. 

The charter bank, Vermont National, has 10 
branches which are largely located in the southern 
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part of tlie State. Because Vermont is a sparsely pop- 
ulated Slate and because the terrain is quite ru^cd, it 
is very dinicult to define the boundary of the banking 
maiket involved. Nevertlieless, it seems that the mini- 
mum geographic riiaiket should be defined as an area 
induding the State of Vermont and the northwestern 
part of Massadiusetls. Vermont National, without the 
proposed merger, ranks as the fifth largest bank in 
Vta-iiionL It is in direct competition with the Vermont 
Bank & Trust, llie Slate*s fourth largest bank, which 
operates in llie same seivice area and which has six 
branches. 

Exdudiug die diailer and merging banks, there arc 
58 banking offices in this area. In addition, large banks 
from Albany, Boston, and Hartford are active in 
sedtiiig loans and deposits in this area. Also not to be 
ignored is the competition from local credit unions 
and finance companies for the highly lucrative install- 
ment loan market. 

For Ludlow, the proposed merger would not reduce 
competition, since Ludlow Savings is the only bank in 
town. The merging bank's unsatisfactory rate of growth 
has been largely attributable to the fact that its entire 
operation is conducted by only two people. Beyond 
these two individuals, there is no management Signif- 
icant is the fact that Ludlow Savings has chosen to stay 
out of the profitable field of home modernization in- 
stallment loans. In addition, Ludlow Savings has been 
severely restricted by a low lending limit of $30,000 
and by an ever-Uglitening availabiUty of funds. There 
is some question as to whether or not Ludlow Savings 
can cuiiiiiiue to serve the corrmmnity in the light of 
its present capital structure. 

The cuiiveuience and needs of the town of Ludlow 
are nut being adcquttlely served by the merging in- 
stiluliuii. Several deserving customers have had to be 
turned down for lack of capacity to handle them. All 
of these loans would have had a direct and desirable 


impact upon the Ludlow community and would have 
served to broaden the town’s economic base. The char- 
ter bank’s limit of over $300,000 per loan should be of 
great help to Ludlow, and should provide ample funds 
for any of the town’s growing needs. Tt is clear that 
Ludlow Savings has not been giving the community 
the banking services it needs, and it has not been cjom- 
peting with the area banks. The merger will furnish 
the town of Ludlow with a full-service bank that makes 
all varieties of loans, has a trust department, and has a 
laige loan limit. The proposed meiger will stimulate, 
rather than suppress competition, and will go far to- 
ward satisfying the economic convenience and need.s 
of the community of Ludlow. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the pressed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

December 12, 1966. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Vermont National Bank, Brattleboro, Vt, fifth 
largest Vermont bank operating 10 branches and with 
assets of $54,377,000, proposes to merge the Ludlow 
Savings Bank & Trust Go., Ludlow, Vt, with assets 
of $3,628,000. 

No attempt is made in the application to define the 
particular service area or areas of the acquiring or 
the merging bank nor is the extent of competition be- 
twcmi them described. It is probable, however, that 
Ludlow and Vermont National’s Proctorsville brancli. 
located 4 miles to the southeast, compete directly and 
substantially. No other banking office is located closer 
than 13 miles from Ludlow. Thus die proposed merger, 
in addition to eliminating existing competition between 
the merging banks, ivould eliminate the only alterna- 
tive source of banking services in the Ludlow-Proctors- 
ville area. 


* * * 


Mission National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., and United States National Bank, San Diego, Calif. 




Banking offices 

jVanif of bank and type of transaction 

Tot/d assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Mission National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif. ( 15087), with. 

$12,471,004 

368, 696, 547 
•399,241,991 

1 


was purchased Jan. 13, 1967, by Unit^ States National Bank, San Diego, 
Calif. (10391), which had 

46 


After the purdi^ was effected, the receiving association had 

*49 


*lQcludes Peoples Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., and Pioneer National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif. 


38 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



comptroller’s decision 

On September 23, 1966, the United States National 
Bank, San Diego, Calif., with IPG deposits of 
$265.2 million, applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency to purchase the assets and assume the liabilities 
of the Mission National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., 
with IPG deposits of $5.5 million. Concurrent appli- 
cations were also filed by United States National Bank 
to purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
Pioneer National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., with 
IPG deposits of $6.4 million, and the Peoples Bank, 
Los Angeles, Calif., with IPG deposits of $3.3 million. 

United States National Bank, with its main office and 
three branches located within the city of San Diego, 
has 41 other branch offices located throughout the five 
southern California counties of San Diego, Los An- 
geles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino. In ad- 
dition, this bank has two approved but unopened 
branches. 

The economy of the five-county southern California 
area served by United States National Bank is highly 
diversified in agriculture, industry, foreign and domes- 
tic finance, and many commercial and service activities 
including fishing, tourism, military establishments, en- 
tertainment business, and retail trade. During the past 
five-year period, California has added nearly 400,000 
people each year to its population, with southern 
California receiving the major portion of the increase. 

Mission National Bank, oiganized in March 1963, 
has a single office located on Wilshire Boulevard in 
the city of Los Angeles. The location of the Mission 
National Bank is considered one of the finest in all 
metropolitan Los Angeles. Property in this area is very 
expensive and, as a result, older dwellings are giving 
way to new multiple units and a denser population. 
The area contains numerous high rise office buildings 
which are fully occupied. There is little, if any, indus- 
try within the primary service area. 

United States National Bank, which offers a full 
range of banking services, including trust services, has 
eqierienced rapid growth in the past 15 years. On the 


other hand, in the short period Mission National has 
been in existence, its earnings have been unsatisfactory. 
Mission National does not have a trust department and 
has a lending limit of only $350,000. Due to the 
limited expertise of its management, the bank appears 
considerably constrained in its ability to provide ade- 
quate banking services beyond the acceptance of 
deposits. 

United States National Bank currently competes 
with all the major California branch banking systems 
in the southern half of the State and with most of the 
small independent systems and unit banks of southern 
California. Mission National Bank is in direct com- 
petition with four branches of major California banks 
and generally competes with all the banking offices lo- 
cated between downtown Los Angeles and Beverly 
Hills, as well as with numerous savings and loan as- 
sociations, credit unions, loan companies, and insur- 
ance companies which are active in this area. The two 
participating banks do not compete directly with each 
other. The nearest branch of the United States Na- 
tional Bank to Mission National Bank is in downtown 
Los Angeles approximately 4 miles to the east. Conse- 
quently, consummation of the proposed purchase 
would not lessen competition between them. The pres- 
ence of United States National Bank as a viable, ag- 
gressive competitor will cause an increase in banking 
competition in the Los Angeles market area with no 
undue increase in its market share of banking business. 

Consummation of this proposal will benefit the pub- 
lic interest by bringing to the residents of the area 
now served by the selling bank a new institution with 
a larger lending capability and a broader range of 
banking services. It will provide an effective solution 
to the selling bank’s many problems. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest, and the ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

December 14, 1966. 

Note. — F or summary of Attorney General’s report, see 
p. 42. 
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Peoples Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., and United Statr.s National Bank, San Diego, Calif. 


Jiame of bank and type of transaetion 


Peoples Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., with 

was purchased Jan. 13, 1967, by United States National Bank, San EKego, 

Calif. (10391), which had 

After the purchase was effected, the receiving association had 


Total assets 


$8, 196, 017 

368, 696, 547 
*399, 241, 991 


Banking offices 

In 

To be 

operation 

operated 

j 


46 

j *49 



♦Includes Mission National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., and Pioneer National Bank, Txm Angeleii, Calif. 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 23, 1966, the United States National 
Bank, San Diego, Calif., with IPC deposits of $265.2 
million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
to purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
Peoples Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., with IPG deposits 
of $3.3 million. Concurrent applications were also filed 
by United States National Bank to purchase the assets 
and assume the liabilities of the Mission National Bank, 
Los Angeles, Calif., with IPC deposits of $5.5 million, 
and the Pioneer National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., 
with IPC deposits of $6.3 million. 

United States National Bank, with its main office 
and three additional branches located within the city 
of San Diego, has 41 other branch offices located 
throughout the five southern California counties of San 
Diego, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino. In addition, this bank has two approved 
but unopened branches. 

The economy of the five-county southern California 
area served by United States National Bank is highly 
diversibed in agriculture, industry, foreign and domes- 
tic finance, and many commercial and service activi- 
ties including fishing, tourism, military establishments, 
entertainment business, and retail trade^ During the 
past 5-year period, California has added nearly 400,- 
000 people each year to its population, with southern 
California receiving the major portion of the increase. 

Peoples Bank was chartered under the hanking laws 
of the State of California in June 1961, and presently 
operates only one office located on West Pico 
Boulevard in the city of TiOs Angeles, Business outlets 
in this area are generally small owner-operated retail 
stores that offer a variety of goods and services to local 
residents. The area has ronsiderahle drawing power 
because most service-s are offered at a more reasonable 
price than are found in nearby commimities. Many 
residents of Beverly Hills, Wc.st Txis Angeles, and the 
exclusive Cheviot Hills section erf T.c« Angeles do iheir 


everyday shopping in this area. The surrounding area 
is fully developed with above average homes that serve 
a high-income group of residents. The area contains 
little, if any, industry. While there is no immediate 
banking competition, the area is generally very well 
banked. 

United States National Bank, which offers a full 
range of banking services, including trust services, has 
experienced rapid growth in the past 15 years. On the 
other hand, earnings for Peoples Bank have been de- 
clining over the past 3 years and are fsir below the 
average for banks of this size in California, While its 
lending limit is adequate for most demands for credit, 
the larger limit of the resultant bank will enable it 
to service clientele requiring greater limits. Peoples 
Bank does not have a trust department, and owing 
to the limited depth of its management, there is little 
likelihood that the bank could offer such services in the 
near future. 

United States National Bank currently competes 
with all major California braiidi banking systems in 
the southern half of the State, and widi most of tlie 
small independent systems and unit banks of soulliem 
California. Peoples Bank lias no immediale competi- 
tion, but generally competes wltli banking offices lo- 
cated tiirou^iout western Los Angeles, as well as 
with numerous savings and loan associations, loan com- 
paiiies, credit unions, and insurance companies whlcli 
are active in this area. The two partlcipatuig banks do 
not compete dUectly witli each otlier. The nearest 
branch of tlie United States National Bank to tlie Peo- 
ples Bank is approximately 5 miles to die soutlieast. 
Consequently, consuiumalion of tlie proposed purdiase 
would not lessen competition between tlie two banks. 
Tlie effect of diis proposal, when consarnrnated, will be 
an iiiLicase In banking competition witli tlie larger 
banks located in the general area. 

The entry of United States National Bank into the 
area seived by tile selling bank will provide aiea re^d- 
deiils with a bank with a larger lending capacity and 
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a broader range of services. With its greater manage- 
rial resources and staff of s1<i1Ied technicians, the buying 
bank can provide a ready source of financial guidance 
to area residents in need of it. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 


merger, we conclude that it is in llie public interest, 
and the appliratirm, therefore, is appioved. 

December 14, 1966. 

Note. — ^F or summary of Attorney General’s opinion, see 
p. 42. 


Pioneer National Bane, Los Angeles, Calif., and United States National Bank, San Diego, Cauf. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

PionefT NAtinn;)l Rankj T.rK AngeleSj Oalif with 

$9, 878^ 422 

368, 696, 547 
•399, 241, 991 

1 


was purchased Jan. 13, 1967, by Unit^ States National Bank, San Diego, 
Calif. (10391), which had 

46 


After the purch^ was effected, the receiving association had 

•49 


^Includes Mission National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., and Peoples National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif. 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 23, 1966, the United States National 
Bank, San Diego, Calif., with IPG deposits of $265.2 
million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
to purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
Pioneer National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., with IPC 
deposits of $6.4 million. Concurrent applications were 
also filed by United States National Bank to purchase 
the assets and assume the liabilities of the Peoples 
Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., with IPC deposits of $3.3 
million, and the Mission National Bank, Los Angeles, 
Calif., with IPC deposits of $5.5 million. 

United States National Bank, with its main office 
and three additional branches located within the city 
of San Diego, has 41 other branch offices located 
throughout the five southern California counties of 
San Diego, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino. In addition, this bank has two approved 
but unopened branches. 

The economy of the five-county southern California 
area served by United States National Bank is highly 
diversified in agriculture, industry, fore^ and do 
mestic finance, and many commercial and service ac- 
tivities including fishing, tourism, military establish- 
ments, entertainment business, and retail trade. During 
the past 5-year period, California has added nearly 
400,000 people eeich year to its population, with south- 
ern California receiving the major portion of the 
increase. 

Pioneer National Bank was chartered as a National 
hanking aasoriatinn in December 1963> and presently 
operates with only one office located on Wilshirc 


Boulevard approximately 5 miles west of the down- 
town section of L(» Angeles and approximately mid- 
point in the metropolitan Los Angeles trade area. 
The surrounding area is comprised of older, but good, 
residential dwellings. Commercial activity is devoted 
to major offices of insurance companies, oil companies, 
and r^onal offices of other major firms disp>ersed 
along the length of Wilshire Boulevard. Population 
density is increasing as many of the older homes on 
side streets are being replaced by apartment houses. 

United States National Bank, which offers a full 
range of banking services, including trust services, has 
experienced rapid growth in the past 15 years. On the 
other hand, earnings of the Pioneer National Bank have 
been unsatisfactory. Pioneer National does not have 
a trust department and its lending limit is only 
$260,000. Pioneer National has been unable to progress 
in its market area. 

United States National Bank currently competes 
with all the major California branch banking systems 
in the southern half of the State and with most of the 
small independent systems and unit banks of southern 
California. Widiin a 5-imle radius of Pioneer’s office 
there are 206 competing banking offices. Competition 
is also furnished by numerous savings and loan asso- 
ciations, credit unions, loan companies, and insurance 
companies. Competition between the proponents is 
insignificant. The nearest branch of the United States 
National Bank is approximately 6 miles distant in 
downtown Los Angeles. Consequently, while consum- 
mation of the proposed purchase will nut lessen com- 
petition bctv/ccn the two banks, it can serve to incicase 
banking competition with the larger banks located in 
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banking i-esoiirccs in the T^ns Angelm area. 

Conxiimniatinn of tha proposal will be, in the public 
interest by affording the residents in the area of the 
Koaaeer a new institution possessing eflRrient 

management With its higher lending capahilify^ fidu- 
ciary services, and a broad range of services, it will be 
more attuned to the requirements of the community 
and better able to serve them. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in die public interest, 
and the application, therefore, is approved. 
December 14, 1966. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY OwENKRAL 

Hie United Stales National Bank (heremafter the 
Acquiring Bank), a $310 million (deposits) San 


Diego-frjvspd mfitTiYMfm wkh 1 i oflfifirs, makes applies^ 
tioii to purchase the assets and assirmfi the liahilities 
of Uie Pioneer National Bank, Peoples Bank, and the 
Mission National Bank (hereinafter Pioneer National, 
IVoples Ba/ik, Mission National, and, coHectivcly, the 
Sedlliig Banks) , three slugle-ofllcc banks located in Los 
Angeles (combined total deposits of $21.9 million). 

The Acquiring Bank operates 22 branch offices 
within Los Angeles County and is in competition with 
the Selling Banks in that area. The proposed acquisi- 
tions would result in the elimination of competition 
among the Selling Banks and between them and the 
Acquiring Bank. Although a high level of concentra- 
tion in conuncicial banking exists in Los Angeles 
County, it would not he .significantly increased by the 
proposed acquisitions. 

* 


Thk Boonton Nationai, Bank op Parsippany-Tkoy Hii.ijj. PAR.siPPANY-TKaY Hii.i.s, N.J., anu Trust 
Company of Morris County, Morristown, N.J. 


J^ame of bank and type of transaction 


The Boonton National Bank of Parsippany-Troy Hills, Parsippany-Troy Hills, 

N.J. (4274), with 

and Trust Company of Morris County, Morristown, N.J., which had 

consolidated Jan. 27, 1967, under charter of the former bank (4274) and with 
title "Trust Gonmany National Bank.** The consolidated bank at date of 
consolidation had. 


Total assets 


$22,904,923 

117,464,445 

140, 389, 368 


Banking offices 


In 

To be 

operation 

operated 

6 


10 


16 



COMPTROT.I.FR’s imCTSION 

On October 17, 1966, The Boonton National Bank 
of Parsippany-Troy Hills, Parsippany-Troy Hills, N.J., 
with IPC deposits of $17 million, and the Trust Com- 
pany of Morris County, Morristown, N.J., with IPC 
dep>osits of $84 million, applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to consolidate under the 
charter of the former and with the title “Trust Com- 
pany National Bank,” with its main office in Morris- 
town, N.J. 

Parsippany-Troy Hills, with a p)opulation of 42,500, 
is located in northwestern New Jersey, within the 
New York metropolitan area. It is estimated that 40 
percent of the count/s work force is employed in New 
York City and Newark, N.J. Morris County, especially 
Pandppaiiy-Tiuy Hills, lias enjoyed extremely rapid 
population growlli in recent yeais, and diU giowdi 
li^ Apuiiud inidliunii rcsidcrdial construction. The 
urea is also witnessing a moderate industrial boom, 
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principally in light manufacturing. The excellent high- 
way system now being built in Morris County should 
result in the continued growth of all segments of its 
economy. 

Morristown, the county seat of Morris County, has 
a p>opulation of 20,800, and is located 7 miles south- 
west of Parsippany-Troy Hills. It is the retail center 
of its sector of the county. The estimated dollar value 
of such sales in 1965 is $1(X) million, a figure far in 
excess of the purchasing p)ower of Moiristown resi- 
dents. Morristown is also a center for services such as 
law and medicine. In other respects, Morristown and 
vicinity is much like Parsippany-Troy Hills. 

The Boonton National Bank of Parsippany-Troy 
Hills has its main office in that city and has four 
branches within a 4-mile radius of the main office. 
While OJily one other hank has offiri»s near a Boonton 
NatioKal Bank office, there is intense roimpetition (mm 
the large banks in Newark and Ne>v York. Local 
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branches of savings and loan institutions also com- 
pete for savings and for mortgage loans. 

The Trust Company of Morris County, with nine 
branches in the surrounding area, is one of three banks 
headquartered in Morristown. Each of the other banks 
has total resources in excess of $100 million. In addi- 
tion to competing among themselves, they are all faced 
with intense competition from the large Newark and 
New York financial institutions. 

The principal problems faced by the Boonton bank 
stem from its limited size which mokes it unable to 
modernize and expand its facilities to the extent re- 
quired by the rapid growth in its service area. For 
the same reason, it is unable to offer the sophisticated 
trust services demanded by the urbanized middle in- 
come residents of its area. Boonton’s limited capital 
prevents it from competing for the ever larger loans 
required by local real estate and industrial developers. 

Since the Morris County Trust Company is much 
larger than the Boonton National Bank, the above 
considerations do not apply directly to it. However, 
both banks are confronted by intense competition from 
the large Newark and New York financial institutions. 
These out-of-town institutions advertise extensively 
throughout Morris County, and, as a result, they have 
made substantial inroads into both the savings and 
lending business of the receiving bank. The competi- 
tive position of these out-of-town banks is greatly en- 
hanced by the fact that many Morris County residents 
work in Newark and New York. 

Culmination of this proposed consolidation will be 
in the public interest. It will give residents of the 
Parsippany-Troy Hills area access to the efficient trust 
department operated by the Morris County Trust Co. 
It will also bring about the modernization of banking 
facilities and services offered in that area. The in- 
creased lending limits will enable area entrepreneurs 
to satisfy their credit requirements locally. Most im- 


portant, the consolidated bank will be laige enou^ 
to advertise and pay interest rates sufficient to stop 
the Bow of savings from this section of Morris County 
to New York. This retention of local money, plus the 
ability to moke huger loans, will go far toward making 
the area financially independent. 

Because the service areas of these two banks overiap 
only slightly, consummation of this proposed consolida- 
tion will have no significant adverse effect on competi- 
tion but will, on the contrary, promote competition 
with the large financial institutions operating through- 
out the area. 

Having considered this consolidation application in 
the light of the statutory criteria, this Office has de- 
terminated that it is in the public interest, and the ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

December 22, 1966. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Boonton National, chartered in 1890, has five offices 
in Morris County, N.J. As of June 30, 1966, it had total 
assets of $21,569,000, total deposits of $19,163,000, 
total loans of $10,695,000, and total capital accounts 
of $1,379,000. 

Trust Company, chartered in 1892, is the largest 
commercial bank in Morris County. It has 10 offices in 
Morris County and, as of June 30, 1966, had total as- 
sets of $114,004,000, total deposits of $102,259,000, 
total loans of $75,509,000, and total capital accounts of 
$7,446,000. 

Head offices of the two banks are less than 8 miles 
apart and a recently established branch of Boonton 
National is within 2-3 miles of two offices of Trust 
Company. It would appear that the consolidation 
would eliminate substantial competition between the 
two banks and would increase the already high level 
of concentration among commercial banks in the 
county. 


* * 


The Central National Bank of Columbia, Columbia, Pa., and National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 

Pennsylvania, York, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In _ 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Central National Bank of Columbia, Columbia, Pa. (3873), with 

$7, 117, 903 

216, 940, 187 

224,058,089 

\ 


and National Bank & Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvania, York, Pa. (694), 
which had 

18 

1 


merged Jan. 28, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (694). The 
mrTgM hank at date of merger had 

19 


i 
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comptroller’s decision 

On November 2, 196^, The Central National Bank 
of Columbia, Columbia, Pa., with IPG deposits of $5.6 
million and the National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
Pennsylvania, York, Pa., with IPC deposits of $173.8 
million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge imder the charter and with 
the title of the latter. 

Columbia, Pa., located in Lancaster County, Pa., 
has a population of about 12,000 and serves an addi- 
tional 8,000 persons residing in its immediate trade 
area. The city is located in southeastern Pennsylvania 
about midway between York, Pa., and Lancaster, Pa. 
Employment in Columbia is at a high level with local 
manufacturing plants providing work for 3,000. Many 
other residents commute to Lancaster for employment. 

The Central National Bank of Columbia, Columbia, 
Pa., is a single-unit bank which was organized in April 
21, 1888. This small bank, which has always attempted 
to keep up with the financial demands of the locality 
it served, has found it increasingly difficult to c<»npete 
with other local banks in today’s banking market. All 
its efforts to obtain yormg, capable, and aggressive suc- 
cessors to management have failed. The Farmers Na- 
tional Bank of Lancaster, with assets of $120 million 
and the Ammcan Bank & Trust Go. of Reading, Pa., 
with resources of almost $300 million, now compete in 
Columbia. 

The city of York is located in York County, Pa., 
which is contiguous to Lancaster County, Pa. While 
this area is regarded as primarily industrial, it also 
ranks high in agricultural production because some of 
the richest farmland in the nation is located in this 
region. 

The National Bank & Trust Go. of Central Pennsyl- 
vania, was originally chartered in 1845 and now op- 
erates 18 offices. This bank is highly aggressive and 
encounters intense competition from numerous other 
banks in York and the surrounding areas. The bank 
is capably managed by a full staff of competent offi- 
cers who provide aggressive leadership. 


Competition between the participating banks is 
virtually nonexistent. While the National Bank & Trust 
Co. has an office within 5 miles of Central National, 
the areas are separated by the Susquehanna River. 
This natural barrier between the two locations serves 
to prevent effective competition between the banks. 

The resulting bank will be able to offer a broader 
range of services to the customers of the merging bank, 
including trust activities, data processing facilities, and 
a greater lending capacity. Consummation of the 
merger will also resolve the management problems of 
the merging bank. It will enable the resulting bank to 
compete more effectively with the larger banks now 
operating in the area and thus bring to the residents 
the full benefits that flow from aggressive competition. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
proposal is in the public interest, and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

December 29, 1966. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Bank & Trust Co. (hereinafter the Charter 
Bank) is the largest commercial bank in a tricounty 
area (viz., York, Dauphin, and Cumberland) of cen- 
tral Pennsylvania in which its 18 offices are located. 
As of Jime 30, 1966, the Charter Bank had total assets 
of $215,008,000 and total deposits of $185,819,000. 

The Central National Bank of Columbia (herein- 
after the Merging Bank) , a unit bank, as of June 30, 
1966, had total assets of $6,926,000 and total de- 
posits of $6,121,000. 

The application indicates that competition between 
the merging banks is ^’minimal” even though their 
nearest offices are some 4.7 miles apart However, even 
if existing competition between the two banks is not 
substantial, the merger would foreclose the develop- 
ment of greater competition between them in the fu- 
ture through the establishment by Charter Bank of 
de novo branches, In Merging Bank’s service area, as 
permitted under Pennsylvania law. 
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The First National Bank of Elsinore, Elsinore, Calif., and First National Bank & Trust Co., 

Ontario, Cauf. 


Name oj hank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The First National Bank of Elsinore, Elsinore, Calif. (11922), with 

and First National Bank & Trust Co., Ontario, Calif. (6^8), which had 

merged Jan. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (6268). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$6, 502, 148 
46, 277, 837 


1 

10 


52, 779, 986 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 17, 1966, The First National Bank of 
Elsinore, Elsinore, Calif., with I PC deposits of $5.8 
million, and First National Bank & Trust Co., Ontario, 
Calif., with IPC deposits of $36.5 million, applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency to mei^e under the 
charter and with the title of the latter. 

Both banks were organized under State charters in 
1887. The Ontario bank converted to a National bank 
in 1902, and the Elsinore bank became a National 
bank in 1922. The charter bank maintains its main 
office and two branches in Ontario, and operates six 
other branches within a 19-mile radius of Ontario. The 
Elsinore bank, with only one office, has applied for 
permission to open a branch in Elsinore. 

Ontario, with a population of 66,000, is located at 
the west end of San Bernardino County, 45 miles east 
of Los Angeles. The area is experiencing rapid growth, 
both residential and industrial. Its diversified economy 
includes agriculture, light and heavy manufacturing, 
and residential development. Future prospects are 
favorable, especially for industrial expansion. 

Elsinore is located 45 miles southeast of Ontario, 
and has a population of 2,630. It is situated in a 
sparsely populated valley, where a chronic water short- 
age has threatened its agricultural economy and un- 
dermined the town’s resort potential. The water dif- 
ficulties have recently been stabilized, however, and 
the town’s growth prospects are now favorable. 

The closest banking offices of the participating banks 
are 23 miles apart. There is little or no competition 
between them. Competition with both banks is pri- 
marily provided by branches of the laige Galifonua 
banking systems. Three of these. Bank of America, 
Security First National Bank of Los Angeles, and 
United California Bank, operate 18 branches in the 
service area of the charter bank, and three branches 
near the Elsinore bank. 


The merger will have very little effect on the com- 
petitive banking structure of San Bernardino and 
Riverside counties. The Bank of America holds 46 
percent of the deposits in the former county, and Se- 
curity First National Bank of Los Angeles holds 27.4 
percent, while the charter bank holds 7 percent. The 
merger will not affect these percent^es. 

The Elsinore bank is currently the only bank in the 
town of Elsinore. Its lending limit of $46,000 is not 
adequate to provide agricultural loans or to finance 
anticipated resort development. The merger will over- 
come this banking deficiency in Elsinore and will pro- 
vide the residents with trust facilities and a broader 
range of modem banking conveniences. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest. The applica- 
tion is therefore approved. 

December 28, 1966. 

summary of report by attorney general 

This is an application to combine the First National 
Bank of Ontario, in San Bernardino County, C<dif., 
and The First National Bank of Elsinore, in Riverside 
County, Calif. The nearest offices of the respective 
banks are 23 miles distant from each other, and it does 
not appear from the available information that the 
two institutions are in significant competition with each 
other. 

Each of the banks is relatively small in its respective 
area. First National of Ontario has only 7 percent 
of the bank deposits in San Bernardino County. In 
contrast, its leading competitors. Bank of America 
and Security First National Bank of Los Angeles, both 
of which are large California branch bank institutions, 
have 46 percent and 27.4 percent, respectively. First 
National of Elsinore has only 1.4 percent of the total 
bank deposits in Riverside County, whereas its lead- 
ing competitors, also Security First National Bank of 
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Lus Angeles and Bank of ^\n]cnca, liave 50.5 percent 
and 31.4 percent, req)ectively. 

In view of the limited amount of direct competition 


between the applicant banks and their relatively small 
size in their respective areas, it is our view that the 
proposed mei^r will not adversely affect competition. 


« « « 


The First National Bank of Genesee, Genesee, Pa., and The Gr.\nge National Bank of Potter County 

AT Ulysses, Ulysses, Pa. 


1 

Jiame of bank and type oj transaction 

i 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Genesee, Genesee, Pa. (9783), with 

$1,904,411 

2, 716, 210 

4, 620, 621 

1 

1 

1 


and The Grange National Bank of Potter County at Ulysses, Ulysses, Pa. 
(8739), which had 


me^ed Jan. 31, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (8739) and with title 
‘‘Grange National Bank of Potter County.*’ The merged bank at date of 
merger had 

2 




comptroller’s decision 

On October 25, 1966, The First National Bank of 
G^esee, Genesee, Pa., and The Grange National Bank 
of Potter Coimty at Ulysses, Ulysses, Pa., applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency to merge under the 
charter of ffie latter and with the title of “Grange Na- 
tional Bank of Potter County.” 

Both banks are located in Potter County in north- 
central Pennsylvania, near the New York border. The 
economy of the area consists of dairy and potato fann- 
ing, and some manufacturing of electric equipment 
and wood and leather products. The charter bank 
is the only bank in Ulysses, a town of approximately 
500, and serves 2,500 persons in its service area. Gene- 
see, which lies 10 miles northwest of Ulysses, has a 
population of over 800. The merging bank, as the only 
bank in Genesee, serves about 2,500 people in outlying 
areas. 

The Grange National Bank of Potter County at 
Ulysses, which was chartered in 1907, now has IPG 
deposits of $2 million. The First National Bank of 
Genesee, chartered in 1910, presently has IPC deposits 
of $1.5 million. These small banks, though only 10 
miles SLp’drij compete but slightly due largely to the 
topography of the terrain that separates them. Their 


principal competition derives from five lazger banks 
located within a 20-mile radius. 

Through this meiger the management problems of 
the Genesee bank will be resolved. The charter bank 
has had to lend management assistance to the merg- 
ing bank on different occasions in the past. The union 
of these banks will provide the residents of both Ulysses 
and Genesee with a bank more able to meet their credit 
needs. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it is 
concluded tliat it is in the public interest. The meiger, 
therefore, is approved. 

December 27, 1966. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger of Genesee Bank into Grange 
National involves two very small banks, situated at 
least 10 miles apart, in an economically depressed area. 
The present competition between these banks that 
would be eliminated by the merger does not appear to 
be significant. Moreover, the five other banks in the 
area appear to offer competition to Genesee Bank and 
Grange National. Also, the presently shrinking eco- 
nomic base of Potter County, Pa., would seem to fore- 
stall die development of arry substantial potential com- 
petition between the two banks in the near future. 

« 
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The First National Bank of Landisville, Landisville, Pa., and The CofNEsrooA National Bank op 

Lancaster, Lancaster, Pa. 


1 


Banking offices 

Name of bank and typo of transaetion 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First N^;it]nnal Bxnk nf T.flnr1isnHIIe, T.^nrliinHIle, Pa (^^19), with 

$10,580,738 

59,177,479 ; 

69,7.58,217 L 

2 


and The Cloncstoga National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster, Pa. (3987), which - 
had 

4 


merged Jan. 31, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (3987) and with title j 
“The Conestoga National Bank.*’ The merged bank at date of merger had. . 


6 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 18, 1966, The First National Bank of 
Landisville, Landisville, Pa., and The Gonestc^ Na- 
tional Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster, Pa,, applied to 
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to mei^e under the charter of the latter and 
with the title of “The Conestoga National Bank.” 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $46.7 mil- 
lion, is headquartered in the city of Lancaster whose 
population is 60,000. It operates branches in Millers- 
ville, Lititz Springs, and Manheim Township, and has 
approval for a branch in Centerville. The charter bank 
serves a trade area extending 8 miles east and west of 
Lancaster and 12 miles north and south. Lancaster and 
the bank’s trade area are located in the southeastern 
part of the State in the county of Lancaster whose 
population is estimated to be 300,000. The economy of 
the area, which has seen considerable activity in recent 
years, is mixed and ranges across a broad spectrum 
from industrial and residential construction to agricul- 
tural activity. 

Banking competition in Lancaster County and in 
the area of the charter bank is intense. Within the 
county there are 24 banks operating 55 offices; within 
the trade area of Lancaster there are 16 banks. At the 
present time, the American Bank & Trust Co. of 
Pennsylvania, Reading, Pa., with deposits of $245 mil- 
lion, operates a branch in Reamstown 1 2 miles north- 
east of Lititz where the charter bank has a branch 
and is planning a merger with Columbia Trust Co., 
Columbia, Pa., 10 miles west of Lancaster, and the 
National Bank & Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvania, 
York, Pa., with deposits of $185 milliim, is planning 
to merge with the Central National Bank of Colum- 
bia. These two out-of-coimty banks, both of which are 
larger than llie diaiter bank, now con^le aggressively 
in Lancaster County and will, if dieir mergers are 
comuiiunalcd, intensify tlic competition with the Lan- 
caster banks to tlie ultiniale benefit of the residents of 


the area. This merger will not alter the relative stand- 
ing of the receiving bank in Lancaster in relation to 
the size with the Fulton National Bank, which has 
deposits of $76 million, and the Lancaster County 
Fanners National Bank, which has deposits of $97 
million. 

The merging bank, with IPC deposits of $8.7 million, 
is headquartered in Landisville, 7 miles north-west of 
Lancaster, and has one branch located nearby in Rohr- 
erstown. Its service area is primarily limited to East 
Hempfield Township which has a population of 8,417, 
and is contained within the service area of the charter 
bank. Landisville and East Hempfield Township are 
residential and agricultural in nature, although some 
light industry exists. Though the merging bank has 
experienced satisfactory growth over the years, it now 
faces a managerial succession problem as no individ- 
ual appears readily available to replace the bank’s 
chief executive who is now planning to retire. Com- 
petition is afiForded the merging bank by offices of the 
Fulton National Bank, the Lancaster County Farmers 
National Bank, and four offices of other banks located 
'within 10 miles of Landisville. 

The merger will provide additional consumer credit 
services for the Landisville area, another source for full 
trust facilities which are presently available only from 
competing commerical banks, and economies of op- 
eration due to the availability of automation and the 
consolidation of operations. The prime benefit of this 
merger is that it will solve the merging bank’s manage- 
ment succession problem. The anticipated increased 
credit needs of the area’s continually expanding econ- 
omy will be better met by the greater lending capacity 
of the resulting bank. 

Although the proposed meiger will eliminate some 
competition between the merging hanks, this will not 
be substantial in relation to the total competition exist- 
ing among the numerous offices of other banks v.4thin 
10 miles of Landisville. The merger will not so enlaige 
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the receiving bank as to change its position in relation 
to the other commercial banks in the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, it is concluded that the merger is in the public 
interest, and the application is, therefore, approved, 
December 29, 1966 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The pre^osed merger of Conestoga National Bank 
and First National Bank of Landis^/ille involves two 
banks headquartered in Lancaster County, Pa. This 
county, in the last 5 years, has witnessed the disappear- 


ance through niei^er of nine banks wiUi at least $68 
million in assets, $57 million in dqposits and $32 mil- 
lion in loans. This acquisition trend would be con- 
tinued by consummation of the proposed merger. 

As Conestoga National’s service area includes that of 
Landisville, the banks are in direct competition with 
each other. Necessarily, consummation of this merger 
would eliminate existing competition between the two. 
Moreover, in the Landisville area only three banks 
will compete after the merger, and the only locally 
owned bank will be ehmlualcd. In Uie lesullxrig bank’s 
service cirea, the present high level of concentration 
will be further increased. 

* 


The Rutland County Bank, Rutland, Vt., and The Howard National Bank & Trust Go., Burlington, Vt. 


^ame of hank and type oj transaction 


The Rutland County Bank, Rutland, Vt., with 

and The Howard National Bank & Trust Go., Burlington, VL (1698), which 

had 

merged Jan. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (1698). The 
mergra bank at date of merger had 


Total assets 


$18, 241, 668 
65, 776, 326 
84, 013, 194 


Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To he 
operated 

1 

9 



10 



comptroller’s decision 

On August 25, 1966, The Howard National Bank 
& Trust Co., Burlington, Vt, with IPC deposits of 
$48 million, and The Rutland County Bank, Rutland, 
Vt, with IPC deposits of $15 million, applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to meige 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

Burlington, with a population of 38,000, is Ver- 
mont’s largest city. It is located in northwestern Ver- 
mont, on the direct route from Montreal to Boston. 
The rapidly growing economy of Burlington and its 
environs is well balanced and diversified with manu- 
facturing and trade, as well as education and agricul- 
ture, making important cemtributions. Construction of 
various kinds is proceeding at a brisk pace. In addition, 
the recreation industry contributes substantially lo tlie 
economy of the entire region. The fact that Burlington 
is adequately sensed by highways, railroads, and air- 
lines augurs well for the continued growth of all seg- 
ments of its economy. 

Rutland, with a population of 1 8,325, is Vermont’s 
second lai^est city. It is located in central Vermont, 


68 miles south of Burlington. Rutland is the trading 
center for a population of approximately 1 10,000. The 
area economy is based on agriculture, manufacturing, 
recreation, and trade. Until a few years ago, population 
and economic growth in this area was quite moderate. 
Recently, however, the development of several ski 
areas and the establishment of several new manufactur- 
ing plants, plus the expansion of existing plants, has 
stimulated employment and housing construction. 
Higher milk prices have also streng^ened the area’s 
large dairy farming industry. 

The charter bank has four offices located within a 7- 
mile radius of Burlington with another branch ap- 
proved but not yet opened. It competes with the $81 
million Chittenden Tnist Co., which is the dominant 
bank in the Burlington area. Ten other comniercial 
banks also compete in the Burlington area. In addi- 
tion, several large metropolitan banks actively solicit 
bu^ess there. 

The Rutland County Bank, the smallest commercial 
hank in Rutland and its immediate vicinity, competes 
with two other commercial banks located in tlie city 
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and with two mutual savings banks, as well as with a 
variety of other financial institutions. Each of these 
mutual savings banks has a greater percentage of the 
area’s loans and deposits than does the merging bank. 

The merging bank faces problems common to many 
small banks. Its frontline managers are nearing retire- 
ment and adequate replacements are not available; its 
limited size prevents it from offering specialized bank- 
ing services and from exploiting the economies of 
operation made possible by computers; and its low 
lending limits prevent it from competing for the 
larger loans required by area businessmen. 

Consummation of this proposed merger will be in 
the public interest. It will bring to Rutland a banking 
institution more capable of serving the community’s 
baiiking needs. The Rutland branch of the resulting 
bank will offer accounts receivable and warehouse 
receipts financing, and specialized trust services, none 
of which are now offered by the merging bank, al- 
though they are offered by that bank’s competitors. 
The Rutland branch will have access to the efficient 
computerized accounting system of the charter bank 
and will offer a broader scope of competitive banking 
services to the residents. The increased lending capacity 
will enable the Rutland branch to compete vigorously 
for large loans. 

Because the service areas of the two banks do not 
overlap, consummation of the proposed merger will 
have no adverse effect on competition but will, to the 
contrary, promote competition with the larger banks 
operating in the respective cities. 

Having considered the merger application in the 
light of the statutory criteria, this Office has determined 


diat it is in the public interest, and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

October 25, 1966. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Howard National Bank & Trust Co. (Charter 
Bank) was organized in 1870, and operates from its 
head office in Burlington (population 36,400), as well 
as seven branches situated throughout the northern 
portion of the State. One new office has been approved 
but not yet opened. The Charter Bank has had five 
mergers or acquisitions within the past 10 years, and 
as of April 5, 1966, had total assets of $57,974,000, 
total deposits of $50,804,000, total net loans and dis- 
counts of $41,978,000, and total capital accounts of 
$4,636,000, with a lending limit of $443,000. 

The Rutland County Bank (Merging Bank) was 
incorporated in 1861, converted to a National bank 
in 1864, and again became a State bank in 1960. Its 
only office is located in Rutland, Vt. (population 
18,325) , and it serves an area with a radius of 24 miles 
(service area population 110,000). The service area 
is experiencing <in accelerated rate of growth through 
business, industrial, and population expansion. As of 
April 5, 1966, the Merging Bank had total assets of 
$17,963,000, total deposits fo $16,295,000, total net 
loans and discounts of $10,689,000, and total capital 
accounts of $1,393,000, with a lending limit of 
$108,000. 

Although there is presently virtually no competition 
between the merging banks, the proposed merger 
would have the effect of eliminating potential com- 
petition between them through de novo branching. 


■» * * 


The Bark River State Bank, Bark River, Mich., and The Esganaba National Bank, Esganaba, Mich. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Bark River State Bank, Bark River, Mich., with 

$2, 387, 457 

15,362,764 

16,956,805 

1 


was purposed Feb. 14, 1967, by The Escanaba National Bank, Escanaba, ' 
Mich. (8496), which had 

2 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


3 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 1, 1966, The Escanaba National 
Bank, Escanaba, Mich., appUed to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 


acquire the assets and assume the liabilities of The 
Bark River State Bank, Bark River, Mich. 

Escanaba, which has a population of over 15/)00, 
and is the county seat and trading center of Delta 
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Couirty, lias exptuieuced IHUe flutluarllu/i In jK^wIn- 
dull gjutt-lli and I'ato uf tattji^Oyicneirt. Indtsstry plays a 
luajur rults in Uiu eoononiy of Uie ai^, with agriculture 
and luui'iuui piuvidlug secondary support. The three 
major concerns in Escanaiia are the Ilamischf^rr 
Corp., employing 1,000 workers, the Mead Co?p., em- 
ploying 800, and the Birds Eye Veneer Co., employ- 
ing 200. 

Tlie acquii'ing baidt. The E^anaba Naticcial B^nk, 
with IPC deposits of $13 million, is the second largest 
bank in Delta County. Founded in 1907, the bank 
presently operates a branch oflBce in Rapid River, a 
town with a population of 207, located 20 miles north 
of Escanaba. 

Bark River, witli a population of 400, is a small 
fanning coimii unity located abfnit 1 1 miles west of 
E-sranaba, The area is dependent for its livelihood 
upon daily rarming and mink ranching. Most of the 
faniien alsai wrvik In industries Inratorl in F.sfAnabji. 

Tlie selling bank, Tlie Bark River State Bank, with 
IPC deporits of $2 inlllinn, is the smallest, .srngifs-office 
bank in the county. Organized in 1910, the hank has a 
very liiniled lending capacity of $20,000 and is pres- 
ently faced with a management saccjession prohlem 
deriving from its small size. 

Ooirtinen-ial banking seivlces and credit needs in 
Delta County are provided by .several banks. Tn addi- 
tion to the two pailicipating hanks, the State Bank of 
Escanaba and the Fii-st Naticmal Bank c(f R.scanaha, 
lioth in Escanaha^ and the Firat National Bank of 
GladsJone and the Gladstone State Savings Bank, both 
in Gladstone, comijele in the county. One savings and 
loan assLK,'iatioii, lliiee iiisuiaiice companies, 22 credit 
unions, four sales finance companies, three personal 
loan companies, and two direct lending agencifs of the 
goveiimieid. ieivice tlie needs the leSi* 

dents. 

Ojnsuiiiinatioii of the proposed transaction will 
scarcely alTect the competitive position c«f the acnuiiing 
bank as it will still rank second in size in the aiea. 
Tlie Fii-sl National Bank of Escanaba is laiger. The 
convenience and needs of this area will ill us be Ijellei' 
seived by consimmialii.vi! of this piu|.^H.»sal, Businesses 
whliin the Baik River area will have a larger local 
banking office to serve their credit needs. Additional 


hawk .v.rvires, snr.h modern rrrt'r<pw4f.riwri scrvidng 
of checking accounts and installment, loans, and the 
placing of security purchases and sale orders for the 
bank’s customers, will be offered to the Bark River 
area rcsidcfits. The purchase will aksn solve the man- 
agement JsieccRsion problem pnvx^tly faced by the 
selling bank. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, the 
p»ui chase is determfned to ho in the puhlie intm:^ and 
is, therefore, approved. 

January 10, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The banks involved in this proposal are located in 
Delta County, which has a population of 35,000 and 
Is located in ilie Upper Michigan Peninsula. This 
cuiiiily is preset I tly seived by si* mrinrmftprial banks, ffia 
tluee largest of which are. located in Fjsranaba. The 
fouilli ami fifth laigest are located in Gladstone, which 
is 9 miles north of Escanaba, TTie Bark River State 
Bank is lieadquailerwl 11 rnllM west of the latter cdty. 

Escanaba National Bank is the second largest bank 
in Della Cvuinly. It presently arrotirrfs for 26 and 27.2 
percent, respectively, of Delta Cloiinty’s co m mercial 
banking deposite and loans, while the Bark River State 
Bank accounts for 3.7 percent Tlie three Escanaba 
banks presently account for 79.6 and 83.7 percent, re- 
spectively, of the coiinty^.s rlejiositji and loans. As a re- 
sult of tills transact loM, ihe F.scanaha National Bank 
would remain the. county’;* second largest hank^ slightly 
smaller than the FInrt National Bank of Rsranaha. Tn 
addillon, the three F.sr.anaba hanks wonid have 83.3 
aial 87.4 perr,ent, respectively, of the connty^s deposits 
and loans. 

Tlie popd^l merger would eliminate what appears 
to be sTirrrt. prow-utly existing rr/mpr.titirm hctvrecn 
Escanaba National Bank £uid Bark River State Bank, 
although theext/mtrrf t.hi.sror?ipetition is notrlearfrom 
the appheatirm. Tt wr/wld also increase .somewhat the 
already high level of banking concentration in the 
county. TTowever, in view of Bark River’s small size 
and its limited capar.ity to provide efFective rr/mpeti- 
t.Ion, we crmrlnde that the proposed merger would not 
substantially affeet the structure of re/mrnerr.ial hank- 
ing in this area. 
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Middletown State Bank, Inc., Middletown, Va., and Farmers & Merchants National Bank, 

Winchester, Va. 


J^ame of bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

1 Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Middletown State Bank, Inc., Middletown, Va., with 

$2, 858, 337 
39, 201, 420 

42, 059, 757 

3 

5 


and Farmers & Merchants National Bank, Winchester, Va. (6084), which had. 
merged Feb. 18, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (6084). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


8 




comptroller’s decision 

On November 17, 1966, the Middletown State Bank, 
Inc., Middletown, Va., and the Farmers & Merchants 
National Bank, Winchester, Va., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $33.3 mil- 
lion, is located in Winchester, the county seat of Fred- 
erick County, the northernmost county in Virginia. 
Winchester, 72 miles from Washington, D.C., and 40 
miles from the industrial city of Hagerstown, Md., is 
located at the northernmost entrance to the Shenan- 
doah Valley. The expanding economy of the area 
consists mainly of light industry and agriculture, with 
the growing of apples the most important agricultural 
activity. Residential construction in Winchester is also 
important. Included among the largest manufacturing 
concerns operating in the area are the National Fruit 
Products Go., the Crown, Cork & Seal Co., the Shen- 
andoah Apple Corp., and the American Brake Shoe 
Co., each of which employs more than 100 persons. 

The Farmers & Mendiants National Bank has been 
in continuous existence since 1902. Over the years it 
has experienced considerable growth. Three branches 
of the bank and its main office are situated in Win- 
chester, while a fourth branch is located in Berry- 
ville, a town of 1,700 population, in Clarke County. 

The participating banks, which compete within the 
limits of the mei^g bank’s competence, receive in- 
tensive banking competition from other institutions 
located in this northern section of Virginia and in 
nearby West Virginia, Of the 24 banks that operate 
35 offices in competition with the applying banks, five 
are subsidiaries of large bank holding companies. Seven 
of these banks are situated in West Viiginia. The other 
12 are headquartered in cities and towns within 37 
miles of Winchester. 

The merging bank, with IPC deposits of $2.5 mil- 
lion, is headquartered in Middletown, a community 


of several hundred population located 13 miles south 
of Winchester. The bank operates branches in Stephens 
City and the Ward Plaza shopping center, 1 mile south 
of Winchester. The economy of the area is mixed, and 
is composed principally of farming and some residen- 
tial construction. In addition, lime and cement plants 
owned and operated by the Flintkote Corporation are 
located in Middletown and Stephens City. In recent 
yeeirs, several industrial parks have been located be- 
tween Middletown and Winchester. The prospects for 
the area are good with substantial economic growth 
anticipated. 

The Middletown State Bank, as presently consti- 
tuted, can not be expected to contribute to, or share 
in, this growth in any significant measure. The bank’s 
small lending limit will not allow it to meet the ex- 
panding credit needs of the area. Its chief executive 
officer is in ill health and the bank is otherwise lacking 
in depth of operating personnel. 

While this merger will eliminate the snail amount of 
competition that presently exists between the par- 
ticipating banks in and around Winchester, such loss 
is clearly outweighted by the benefits to be derived from 
the merger. The resulting bank, serving Frederick 
County, will be better situated to compete more effec- 
tively with holding company subsidiary banks serving 
this same general area. Through this proposal, the 
management problems of the merging bank will be 
resolved and the residents of Middletown will obtain 
the services of a broader-based and more aggressive 
institution. The resulting bank will serve the public 
convenience and needs by providing an alternative 
banking source more capable of responding to the 
growing needs for larger commercial, construction, in- 
dustrial, and agricultural credits. 

The application haring been weighed against the 
statutory criteria and die proposal having been found 
to be in the public interest, the application is, there- 
fore, approved. 

January 6, 1967. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY AnOHNEY GENERAL 

Fanners & Merchants National Bank with resources 
ill excess oX $39 uiillioii is preseutly over twice the si 2 C 
of ellliei of die odier two banks located in Winchester 
and from 2 to 10 times the size of 22 banks outside 
of Winchester with which it claims to compete. The 


proposed merger with Middletown State Bank, Inc., 
which has resources of $2,912,000, will eliminate com- 
petition between the two banks, will increase the size 
of Farmers & Merchants National Bank hy approxi- 
mately 7.4 percent and will thereby enhance its already 
dominant position in its service area. 


The Oxford National Bank, Oxford, N.C., and The Planters National Bank & Trust Co., Rocky 

Mount, N.C, 


o/ bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin, 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

The Oxford National Bank, Oxford, N.C. (13896), with 

and The Planters National Bank& Trust Co., Rocky Mount, N.C. (10608), 
which had 

$9, 905, 043 

75, 139, 953 

85, 044, 996 

1 

23 


merged Feb. 21, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (10608). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

24 




comptroller’s decision 

On November 14, 1966, The Oxford National Bank, 
Oxford, N.C,, with IPC deposits of $7 million, and 
The Planters National Bank & Trust Co., Rocky 
Mount, N.C., with IPC deposits of $56 millbn, applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and title of the latter. 

Rocky Mount, the home-office city of the charter 
bank, is on the eastern edge of Nash County, N.C., 
and had a 1960 population of 32,147. In addition to 
possessing a considerable amount of light industry. 
Rocky Mount serves as a shopping and commercial 
center for the surrounding agricultural area. The city 
is also a secondary trade center for a large portion of 
northeastern North Carolina. The economy of this area 
is slowly changing from total dependence on agricul- 
tural income to a more balanced reliance on commerce 
and light manufacturing. In addition to its main office 
and five branches in Rocky Mount, the charter bank 
operates 22 offices in 13 other Norffi Carolina towns 
and cities. 

Oxford, the county seat of Granville County, is the 
location of the mei^ing bank and had a 1960 popula- 
tion of 4,978. Situated approximately 67 miles north- 
west of Rocky Mount, it is also the conunercial trade 
center for Granville CK)unty. The agriailtiiral economy 
of Granville County has traditionally been based pri- 
marily on tobacco, but In recent years manufacturing 
has begun to expand rapidly. 

Because the service areas of these two banks do not 


overlap, consummation of the proposed merger will 
have no adverse effect on competition. The dewest 
branch of the charter bank to Oxford is located ap- 
proximately 59 miles to the southeast in Nashville, N.C. 
This merger will permit the charter bank to meet more 
effectively the strong competition faced at all its pres- 
ent locations, especially with the State’s largest chain 
banks such as the $1.1 billion Wachovia Bank & Trust 
Co. 

Consummation of this proposed merger will further 
the public convenience and needs. The resulting bank 
will bring trust services and a farm management pro- 
gram to the Oxford office. The Oxford facilities will 
be modernized and expanded, and thus will serve the 
public with greater effidency and convenience. The 
larger lending limit and more liberal lending policies 
of the resulting bank will fadlitate responsive service 
to the Oxford area residents. 

Having considered the merger application in the 
light of the statutory criteria, this Office has determined 
that it is in the public interest, and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

January 17, 1967. 

summary of report by attorney general 

The Oxford National Bank (Merging Bank) was 
organized in 1933 and has no merger or acquisition 
history. It operates one office, in Oxford and has ap- 
plied for permission to open two de novo branches in 
that community. As of June 30, 1966, it had total as- 
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sets of $8,815,000, total deposits of $7,579,000, total 
loans of $4,798,000, and total capital accounts of 
$954,000. 

Planters National Bank & Trust Go. (Planters) was 
oi^nized in 1899 and operated one office in Rocky 
Mount, N.C., until 1950. It is the ninth lai^t com- 
mercial batrk in North Carolina, with 20 offices in 12 
commiiniti^ three more de novo branches approved 
but not yet opened, and tv/o more offices acquired 
through two recently approved mergers. Including 
these two offices, Plants has added aght brandies 
through mergers and acquisidons. As of June 30, 1966, 
Planters had total assets of $75,801,000, total deposits 

■» 


of $69,710,000, total loans of $33,903,000, and total 
capital accounts of $4,728,000. 

Since Planters has no offices closer than 59 miles 
from the Merging Bank, the two banks probably do 
not compete with each other to a significant degree. 
The proposed merger would, however, eliminate poten- 
tial competition. North Carolina banking law permits 
unrestricted de novo brandling and Planteis has taken 
advantage of these provisions several times in tlie past. 
Sixteen of its twenty-five existing and planned offices 
arc branches established de novo and Uieie would be no 
legal impediment to Ranters’ esUffiliduiieul lA vl de 
novo branch in Oxford. 

* 


County Bank & Trust Co., Cambridge, Mass., and Somerville National Bank, Somerville, Mass. 




Bankinf 

^ offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction \ 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

\ To be 

operated 

County Bank & Trust Co., Cambridge, Kfass., with 

$17,901, 885 
29, 367, 338 

47, 269, 223 

2 


and Somerville National Bank, Somerville, Maas. (4771), whirJi had 

3 


merged Feb. 24, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (4771) and with title 
“The County Bank, N.A.” The merged bank at date of merger had 


5 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 1, 1966, the County Bank & Trust 
Go., Cambridge, Mass., with IPG deposits of $13.1 
million, and the Somerville National Bank, Somerville, 
Mass,, with IPG deposits of $21.8 million, applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and title of “The 
County Bank, N.A.,” with its head office to be located 
in Cambridge. 

The dties of Cambridge and Somerville are densely 
populated residential suburbs of the metropolitan Bos- 
ton, Mass., area. Both have diversified economies, with 
wholesale and retail concerns and industrial develop- 
ment playing significant roles. Urban renewal is being 
advanced ; new industrial construction will begin in the 
immediate future; a new hospital and high sdiool are 
planned; and, a large shopping center is being devel- 
oped in the immediate area of the cities. 

Both banks are small institutions competing in the 
metropolitan area of Boston wherein a multitude of 
banking facilities exist; and botii are controlled by a 
registered bank holding company. 

The merging bank. County Bank & Trust Go., was 
organized under the laws of Massachusetts in 1933, 


and ever since its organization has been a subsidiary of 
Shawmut Association, Inc. It has shown a steady 
growth in loans and earnings and has modernized its 
procedures and makes full use of computer services. 
County Bank is ably headed by its president, but lacks 
depth in its staff. The president anticipates retirement 
within the year and the present staff does not include 
a qualified successor. County Bank now has less than 
1 percent of deposits and loans in the trading area of 
1 million people. 

The charter bank, Somerville National Bank, was 
organized under the National Bank Act in 1892, and 
has been a subsidiary of Shawmut Association, Inc., 
since 1947. The charter bank, with its two branches, 
has experienced sound growth over the years. Even 
with steady growth it still has less than 1 percent of all 
deposits and loans in the trading area. It also has 
executive staff of well trained and knowledgeable 
men. 

Because of common, ownership by tiie Sliawmut As- 
sociation, Inc., this merger will not have any effect on 
competition between the two banks. 

The competition provided by commercial banks lo- 
cated in the trading area is extremely intense with 22 
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romrnerr.ial banks having 135 ofTlrfs and dfqvishs of 
$4.7 billion, and loans of $3 billion. In addition, there 
are mutual savings banks, savings and loan associa- 
tions, industrial banks, insurance companies, etc., 
within the trading area. Consummation of the merger 
will provide the resulting bank with less than 1 percent 
of all deposits and all loans in the trading area. 

The merger would create a bank with greater lend- 
ing limits more able to effectively render an expanded 
service redounding to the public convenience. It would 
certainly foster more effective competition with other 
banks in the Boston area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 


merger, we conclude ihal il is in the public inCeresl, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

November 14, 1966. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Somerville National Rank, oiganized in 1892, 
and the County Bank & Trust Co., oiganized in 1933, 
are both majority-owned (79.33 and 67.22 percent, 
respectively) subsidiaries of Shawmut Association, the 
former bank since 1947 and the latter bank since 1933. 
For this reason, and because tliey account for a rela- 
tively small slxaie of llxe banking business in Uxeir seiv- 
ice areas, the proposed merger probably will not 
produce significant anticompetitive effects. 


Bank of Blue Mountain, Blue Mountain, Miss., and First National Bank, New Albany, Miss. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Bank of Blue Mountain, Blue Mountain, Miss., with 

and First National Bank, New Albany, Miss. (15519), which had 

melted Feb. 28, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (15519). The 
merged bank at date of meiger had 



Banking offices 

Totid assets 

In 

To be 


operation 

operated 

$5, 188, 531 

3 


8, 450, 636 

3 


13,615,913 


6 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 15, 1966, the Bank of Blue Mountain, 
Blue Mountain, Miss., with IFC deposits of $4 million, 
and the First National Bank, New Albany, Miss., witli 
IFC deposits of $6.7 million, applied to the Comp- 
troller of llie Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of tlie latter. 

The charter bank operates tluee ofllccs in New 
Albany, which is situated in tlic nortli-ccnlral section 
of Misrissippi. New Albany has a population of ap- 
prc^imately 5,6(K) persons and Is Uie coiximei'cxal trade 
center i<Ji a service axea eucompasrixig appiuximaiely 
42,000 persons. While farming is the chief activity in 
this region, wrtli cotton and soybeans llxe main crops, 
the importance of manufacturing continues to 
increase. 

Blue Mountain, llxe home-oflice city of tlie uiergixig 
bank, is located 20 miles iioillx of New Albany and 
Ixafi a population of approximately 580 {XTsons. Except 

for Blue Mounluin College, witli an enrollment of 

• .1 .. 1 . < 1 .. 

appiviAiixiai.v.iy iw wm 

is ogilciiitiiK^y UisaaI. Thu merging kesA c^pc*c4cs tn/t 
bran^ in Ashland and one in Hickory Flat, 29 miles 
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northwest and 10 miles southwest, respectively, of 
Blue Mountain. 

Competition between the participating banks will 
not be adversely affected as the overlap in service 
areas is minimal. The merging bank’s offices at Hickory 
Flat and Blue Mountain are each about 12 miles from 
the closest office of the charter bank. The meiger 
moH increase competition by permitting the rpAiilting 
bank to compete more effectively with the $.33 million 
Peoples Bank & Trust Co., which is headquartered in 
Tupelo, 25 miles southeast of New Albany, and which 
has branches in both the. Rhir. Mountain and the Nc%v 
Albany service areas. 

Consunmiation of the proposed merger will further 
the public convenience and needs. The resulting bank 
will be able to offer a broader range of services to the 
customers of the merging bank, including par bank- 
ing, trust services, and dealer loans. The seasonal needs 
of the surrounding agricnlturnl areas will be more 
effectively m(A due to a more bninneed financial stnic- 

win euxjurs RN Rggl?ecci\'e and ifele yriminiatration for 
the resulting bank in the future. 
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Applying the statutory criteria, this Office has de- 
termined that the proposal is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

January 18, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First National Bank, New Albany, Miss., has assets of 
$8,571,000 and deposits of $7,767,000. Its three offices 
are located in New Albany, a town of 5,600 in north- 
east Mississippi. 

Bank of Blue Mountain, Blue Mountain, Miss., has 
assets of $4,676,000, and deposits of $4,356,000. It has 
a total of Qiiee uxlices, in Blue Mountain (population 
580), Ashland (350), and Hickory Flat (400). 


The. closest offices of the participating banks are 12 
milcB distant, and there is some competition betwcai 
the merging banks, although it is termed in the appli- 
cation as “not very strong.” 

Among the eight banks which would appear to be 
the most direct competitors of the merging banks. First 
National is the largest with 20.5 percent of total de- 
posits held by them, and Bank of Blue Mountain, 
fourth smallest, has 1 1.4 percent of such deposits. 

The merger would eliminate whatever competition 
presently exists between the two banks and would 
enhance First National’s market position in its service 
area. 


TtiscARORA State Bank, Bi.atrs Mim.s, Pa., and The Juntata Vai.i.rv National Bank, Mifflintown, Pa. 


oj bank and type of transaction 


Tuscarora State Bank, Blairs Mills, Pa., with 

and The Juniata Valley National Bank, Mifflintown, Pa. (5147), which had. . 
merged Feb. 28, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (5147). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


Banking offices 


Total assets 


$1,491,859 

19,498,6-52 

20, 990, 547 


In To be 

operation operated 


1 

4 


5 


COMPTROLIJf.R’s DF.CI.SION 

On Novonber 4, 1966, the Tuscarora State Bank, 
Blairs Mills, Pa., and The Juniata Valley National 
Bank, Mifflintown, Pa., applied to ffie Comptroller of 
the Currency to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the latter. 

The Juniata Valley National Bank, with IPG 
deposits of $16 million, was organized in 1867 and con- 
verted to a National banking association in 1898. It 
maintains five banking offices, four of whidi arc in 
Juniata County, and the ufth of which is in Perry 
County. The Tuscarora State Bank wag organized in 
1898 and presently has IPC deporits of legs than $1 
million. It operates no branches. 

Both banks are located in isolated, mountainous 
areas of central Pennsylvania. Dairy and poultry farm- 
ing, and a few related industi'ies, constitute the 
economy of llie area. Mifflintown, the headquai tezs of 
tlie receiving bank, has a population of 900 and serves 
u trading area of over 20,000. Blairs Mills, the home of 
the merging bank, is a town of 100 and serves as the 
trading center for appreximatdy 800. 

The main offices of the two banks are 33 miles ap>art 


and the Tuscarora State Bank is 30 miles southwest of 
Juniata Valley National Bank’s closest branch. Since 
the participating banks serve only small local areas, 
they do not compete with each other in any degree. 
The receiving bank competes with three large banks in 
Juniata County: two branches of Russell National 
Bank of Lewistown, The First National Bank of Mif- 
flintown, and a branch of Tri-County National Bank. 
The merging bank, the only bank in Blairs Mills, is 
losing business because its lending limit of $17, .500 is 
proving to be inadequate to local credit needs, which 
puts it at a competitive disadvantage with the. Com- 
munity State Bank of Orbosonia and the Dry Run 
branch of National Valley Bank & Trust Go. of Cham- 
bersburg, the other banks serving the area. 

This mcTgcr will not significantly alter the hanking 
structure in this central section of Pennsylvania. It will 
not reduce the number of hanking alternatives avail- 
able to the public but will increase competition in the 
Tuscarora area. The resulting bank will not only pro- 
vide more exten.sive farm credit programs, but will 
furnish hroader ranged commercial hanking services to 
the residents of Tuscarora. 
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The merger appears to be in the public interest and 
will not produce an adverse competitive effect. The 
application is, therefore, approved. 

January 16, 1967. 

summary of report by A'ri’ORNEY GENERAL 

The prqvwed merger would combine the $16 mil- 
lion Juniata Valley National Bank, serving central 


rural Juniata County and nearby communities, and 
the $1 million Tuscarora State Bank, s^-ving Blairs 
Mills, a rural community of 100, 33 miles southwest of 
Charter Bank’s nearest office. The two banks do not 
presently compete with each other, and their joining 
together would not adversely affect the structure of 
the commercial banking business in this part of Penn- 
sylvania. Consequently, no anticompetitive effects are 
likely to result from this mei^r. 


The Bank of Mayodan, Mayodan, N.C., anb Southern National Bank of North Carouna, 

Lumberton, N.C. 



Banking <^ces 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Thr: Bank of Mayodan, Mayodan, N.C., with 

and Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.C. (L0610), 

which bad 

merged Mar. IL, 1967, under (diaiter and title of the latter bank (10610). 
The merged bank at date of meiger had 


$4, 110,919 
97, 357, 855 
101, 468, 773 


1 


30 


31 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 19, 1966, The Bank of Mayodan, 
Mayodan, N.C., and Soutliem National Bank of Nortii 
Carolina, Lumberton, N.C., applied to tlie Comptroller 
of the Currency for pennission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the latter. 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, with 
IPC deposits of $82 million, was organized in 1897 and 
operates 29 offices in the south-central portion of North 
Carolina. The main office of Southern National is lo- 
cated in Lumberton, Robeson County, near the heart 
of the largest tobacco-growing area of the coimtry. 
The fertile fannlands in and around the service area 
also produce cotton, grain, fruit, and vegetables. To- 
bacco processing plants and canneries augment the pri- 
marily agricultural economy. 

The Bank of Mayodan is a unit bank located in 
Mayodan, 137 miles north of Lumberton. It was oiga- 
nized in 1916 and presently has IPC deposits of $3 mil- 
lion. Economic enterprises in Mayodan consist laigdy 
of textiles and related industries such as hosiery mills 
and garment manufacturing. Tobacco is grown and 
processed in riTable quan Lilies in tliis area also. 

Southern National is the seven lli largest bank in 
No?tb (Oarolifia but it holds uidy 2 percent uf die total 
bank in the State. The merger will iiul nffeci 

the competitive position of Southern National in Uie 
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State’s banking structure. It will, however, have a 
competitive impact on the Mayodan area. 

The merging bank is the only banking office in 
Mayodan. Its principal competition derives from the 
$260 million Northwest Bank which maintains a 
brsmeh in Madison, 2 miles from Mayodan, and froixi 
the Bank of Stoneville, 5 miles to the north. The d^ce 
of competition between the Bank of Mayodan and 
the two branches of the charter bank in Leaksville, 
15 miles east, is slight 

This merger will redound to the public benefit 
by increasing banking competition in the Mayodan 
area. The charter bank, with its broader range of serv- 
ices and specialized staff, will be able to offer better 
service to the agricultural interests in competition with 
the Madison branch of the Northwestern Bank. 

Aj^lying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it 
is concluded that this merger is in the public interest 
The application to merge is, therefore, approved. 

February 9, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Southern National wa.s organized in 1097 and pres- 
ently operates 31 offices throughemt central Nortli 
CkMvyBrwi. . Rinee 1964 it krfw acquired five hanks wllli 
15 cdljces, ccrrnbrtTied deposits c»f $3(5,045,949 and com- 
bined loans of $22,070,698. As of September 20, 1966, 
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Southern National had total assets of $96,594,873, total 
loans of $59,722,707, and total deposits of $84,588,405. 

The Bank of Mayodan was organized in 1916 and 
has no merger or acquisition history. Its only office is in 
Mayodan, N.G., v/hich is in the northwestern section 
of Rockingham County. As of S^tember 20, 1%6, the 
Bank of Mayodan had total assets of $3,824,346, total 
loans of $2,237,192, and total deposits of $3,375,263. 


The proposed merger would eliminate existing com- 
petition between the merging banks and would re- 
duce from five to four the number of banks competing 
in this area. Southern National has entered the Bank 
of Mayodan’s service area through its December 1966 
merger with First National Bank of Leaksville. The 
three offices acquired by Southern National through 
that merger are approximately 12 miles fmm Mayodan. 


Unadilla National Bank, Unadilla, N.Y., and Marine Midland National Bank of Troy, Troy, N.Y. 


Banking ^ces 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


UnadiUa Nadcaial Bank, Unadilla, N.Y. (9516), with 

and Marine Midland National Bank of Troy, Troy, N.Y. (721), which had. . . 
maged Apr. 10, 1967, under charter and tide of the latter ba^ (721). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

! 


Total assets 


$6, 806, 990 
108,832,179 

115,639,169 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


14 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 12, 1966, the Unadilla National Bank, 
Unadilla, N.Y., with IPG deposits of $6.1 mil- 
lion, and the Marine Midland National Bank of Troy, 
Troy, N.Y., with IPG deposits of $81.7 million, 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the latter. 

Troy, with a population of 66,500, is located in the 
“Capital District” of New York, a general trade area 
including the cities of Schenectady, Albany, and Troy. 
The “Capital District” has a population of over 672,- 
000 and is the third largest trade area in New York 
State. This area has a diversified economy, with whole- 
sale and retail concerns and industrial developments 
playing significant roles. Urban renewal is being ad- 
vanced and a new industrial park is being planned in 
this immediate area. 

The Marine Midland National Bank of Troy is a 
member of the Marine Midland Corporation and was 
organized on April 22, 1852. Presently operating 12 
branches, the bank ranks fifth among the 43 banks lo- 
cated in the Fourth Banking District, thus enipha.siring 
its aggressive character and capable management 
Competition in this area is intense and is provided 
primarily hy the $565 'nilhon Nati onal Commercial 
Bank & Trust Go., the $556 million State Bank of 
Albany, and the $128 million First Trust Go. of 
Albany. 


Unadilla, with a population of 1,586, is also located 
in the Fourth Banking District of New York State and 
is approximately 93 miles northeast of Albany. Al- 
though traditionally considered a farming area, 
Unadilla has demonstrated that it is significantly more 
industrial and commercial than agricultural. While 
Unadilla boasts nine manufacturing firms that em- 
ploy local residents, the Scintilla Division of Bendix 
Gorp. in nearby Sidney is the major employer in the 
area. 

The Unadilla National Bank, a single-office bank, 
was chartered in 1909 and ranks 25th in size in the 
District. Because of the bank’s relatively small lending 
limit, it has been unable to service many of the larger 
customers in its service area. The $9 million First Na- 
tional Bank in Sidney, N.Y.; the Franklin office 
of the $11 million National Bank of Delaware County, 
Walton, N.Y.; two branches of the $54 million Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Go. of Norwich, Norwich, N.Y.; 
the $26 million Wilber National Bank of Oneonta; 
and two branches of the $565 million National Com- 
mercial Bank & Trust Co. provides intense competition 
for this small bank. 

Guuipelitiou between tlie charter and meiging banks 
is uuiicxisleiit, 111 lliai tlie iieaiesi office uf (he diattei 
bank is 70 miles distant from the meiging bank. 

The icsulting bank will be able to ofTer a broader 
range of services to the customers of tlie merging bank, 
including trust facilities, data processing facilities, a 
greater lending limit, and full-service banking not 
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presently available to the merging bank’s customers. 
Consummation of the merger will also resolve the vex- 
ing management succession problerns of the merging 
bank. It will enable the resulting bank to compete 
more effectively with the larger banks now operating 
in the area and thus bring to the residents of T. Tnadilla 
the full benefits that flow from aggressive competition. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that 
the proposal is in the public interest, and the applica- 
tion is, therefore, approved, 

March 9, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Marine Midland National Bank of Troy was char- 
tered on April 22, 1852, It operates 12 branch offices 
in addition to its head office in Troy, N.Y. This bank 
had, as of June 30, 1966, assets of $104,775,000, de- 
posits of $92,339,000, loans and discounts of 
$58,713,000, and capital accounts of $7,925,000. On 


July 19, 1963, it merged National Bank of Cohoes, 
Cohoes, N.Y, 

Unadilla National Bank, chartered August 23, 1909, 
operates a single office in Unadilla, N.Y. Applicarion 
by State Bank of Albany, Albany, N.Y., to merge Una- 
dilla was denied on April 26, 1963. As of Jime 30, 1966, 
this bank had assets of $7,127,000, deposits of 
$6,511,000, loans and discounts of $3,257,000, and 
capital accounts of $443,000. 

The head oflBces of the respective banks are located 
some 98 miles apart; 78 miles separate Unadilla from 
Troy’s nearest branch office. Substantial competition, 
therefore, does not appear to be present. Potential 
competition is foreclosed by New York’s “home-office” 
protection law. 

Approval of the proposed merger will eliminate 
Unadilla as an independent commercial bank, but the 
number of competitoi^ in the area will not be 
diminished. 


PROVTDENCIA BaNK, BuRBANK, CaUF., AND VaLLEY NATIONAL BaNK, GlENDALE, GaUF. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Providcncia Bank, Burbank, Calif., with 

and Valley National Bank, Glendale, GaUf. (14823), which had 

merged Apr. 28, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (14823). 
TTic mciged bank at date of merger had 


Battking offices 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


$5, 465, 939 
28, 169, 535 


To be 
operated 


1 

3 


33, 429, 483 


4 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 31, 1967, the Providencia Bank, Bur- 
bank, Calif., a bank having IPG deposits of $4.7 mil- 
licHi, and Valley National Bank, Glendale, Calif., a 
bank having IPG deposits of $23.6 million, applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of and with the title of the 
latter. 

Glendale, with a population of 135,600, and Bur- 
bank, with a population of 95,200, are adjacent dlies 
located 12 mdes cA dcAyrdow/i Lus Augdes. Bt/di 
of these cities border the San Feiiiajidu Valley purtiun 
Lcv Augths Oily and aic lAuiudcied paii of 
the TiOS Angeles Cdandaid Siatudicai 

Aiva. Aie arvc-iai laige hldLU^ilI^ ccuiipdeACk 111 

the Wale kr.yftvl tu Hjiciafl piu>.luciIoii and llie 

....1*. T 11 !*♦ fi 


Corp., which employs over 27,000 people at its Bur- 
bank plant. Other significant contributors to the local 
economy are two major motion picture studios. 

The charter bank, Valley National Bank, was or- 
ganized in 1957 and presently has two branches, one 
in Glendale and one in downtown Los Angeles. Its 
market area is in one of the most heavily banked sec- 
tions of California and it is forced to compete with 
9 banks and 31 hranrh offices. Valley National has 
always had very capable management and its condi- 
tion has mrvst«tentl^r heeTi r9t/»d h’lrhly h^r thi* Office. 

The Pmvidenr.ia Bank opened for business etiriy in 
1961 mmI hptmrhrJt. Tt.s Tt/TA Wi.n 

And its CAiTWtgs Havc nrvr.r fidfrUf-d the CApcctAtKAVs 
of its r/rganifci's. As inarAA^.r/H'.nt Is ex^nx\n\\y 

dVrfif.iih. t/i fiTid in this area, it is fell that, the piv^v»ed 

:n ^ . it.. 1.1.... -fit : — i 1- 

liivjgvi wm ivAviivi.. till.. |fi VI im.. iin,.i^iii2 
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Applying lli*s slain lory ciiler la lo 1.1 
Hiwger, wt! cfMirliiflft tliar. it. is rn the puhlir. interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

March 24, 1967, 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Valley National Bank, Glendale, Calif., pro- 
poses to merge with the Providencia Bank, Burbank, 
Calif. Each of the applicant banks appears to rep- 
resent a relatively small factor in a service area 
Uoiiiiiiated by four major California banks (Bank of 
America, First Security National Bank, United Cfdi- 
fomia Bonk, and Crockcx-Citircns National Bank) , 

It seems probable that the merger will eliminate 

* 


some direi.i. coropetilion bet-ween Providenda^s sole 
ofTicr and ihe three ofllcjes of Valley — all of which are 
williin a 5-mile radius from the former. There are at 
least 20 other banking offices within this 5-mile area, 
but it appears that only one of them is not affiliated with 
one of the major banks listed above. The merger would 
thus reduce the banking alternatives from seven to six 
within this radius. 

The merging banks together control only 0.2 percent 
of the TPC demand deposits for Angeles County as 
a whole. The projposed merger would not appear to 
involve a significant change in banking concentration 
in the already highly concentrated T*or Angeles County 
market. 

* 


The First National Bank of Butler, Butler, N.J., and The First Nationat. Iron Bank of New Jersey, 

Morristown, N.J. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankin 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Butler, Butler, N.J. (6912), with 

and The First National Iron Beink of New Jersey, Marristown, N.J. (11 13), 
which had 

$18, 152,775 

108, 475, 333 

126, 628, 108 

1 

13 


merged Apr. 28, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (1113). The 

merged hank at dafe of merger had ....... 

14 




comptroller’s decision 

On October 7, 1966, The First National Iron Bank 
of New Jersey, Morristown, N.J., with IPC depoats of 
million, and The. First National Bank of Butler, 
Butler, NJ., with IPG deposits of $14 rnilHon, applied 
to the CiomptroUer of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
former. 

Morristown, with a present population of 20,800, 
is the home-office city of the charter hank, and the 
ccujaty seat of Morris Countj^ The First National Tmn 
Bank of New Jersey has Uvo branches in Morristown 
and 10 other branches in central and southeastern 
Morris County, most of them in communities im- 
mediately surrounding Morristown. 

Morris County is 30 miles from New York City and 
87 miles from Philadelphia. An extensive highway net- 
work traverses the county making it possible for 23 
pHiceal of the working population to commute outside 
the county for eiiiployment. Tlie county is mainly resi- 

uenilrd, but li<i» m* Mit,i vAnc iil I'lCvr.lwpiVir.riL 

of light industry in it^uL yeais. The ixupnlatirm iii- 
293 ^ 44—68 6 


creased 59 percent between 1950 and 1960, with hous- 
ing increasing 55 percent during the same period. The 
residences recently built range in value from $15,000 
to $50,000. 

The meigiug bank is headquartered in Butler, which 
lias a population of 6,230. Tlie ccmrmxmty is rather 
and static. It has not yet realized its potential for hi- 
dustrial growth. The First National Bank of Butler 
operates three branches in communities peripheral to 
Butler. 

Tiie service areas of the participating banks do not 
ovcilap and, llicrefore, consummatiori of the proposed 
incigei will ha« no advei'sc effeet on eompctition. The 
nearest office of The First National Iron Bank is lo- 
cated about 12 miles from the Butler Bank. The Butler 
Bank has no business in the area of The First National 
Iron Bank and the latter has only several mortgage 
loans from the area of die merging bank. On die other 
hand, die receiving bank competes actively with such 
other Morris County banks as the State-chaiiered 
Trust Company of Morris County which ha.s snhstan- 

I * IT i Tfl. .t.. -ti. Ml 1- 

liniiy n.'knt..i.n. i m.ii i.t ii i .ii LiAALitin wiii !i6 

heigh lened wlieii ihe pmpc«al merger w consum- 
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mated. TTie Morris Cotinty Savings Bank, the largest 
bank in the coimty, as well as out<of>county and out-of> 
State benks also axcapittt with Tlie Fiiai Natluiud Iiuu 
Bank. 

Censmsiflaisrtion <A this ptc^xyscd uicigci wiH be lu 
the pnbhe iriterest It is uecessa/y foi Iioii Dauk lu 
izicfcaso its lending capability In uidci lu <uiswci luud 
needs and to meet cfTeetively courpetrUuu Ixuui baiks 
outside the eonrity and the State. The lesukuig btmk 
win aiso be able to pzovide mo/e c^lcnsive Bduiimy 
serdees in the Butler aica than its icsldciris aie nuw 
receiving. The nieiger wdl also sc^ve ihc mauagciueui 
Duceessicti problem /a the Butlu/ cnaUe K lu 

raise the interest it pays on time depodts and make 
avSilablr die benrirti \A Uic Fiiil Iiwi Batik’s 

computer. 

Kzr/ing rnnsidf.rrd the mr.rgrr r^P/kjAk/n ‘t/i li^it 
of thr. stn^nMry rriwria, this Oflfier be* ^.frrmmrA that 
it in in tho jwWirt intnirwt, nnH the n^licwficw in, thorn 
fore, approved. 

March 22, 1967. 

» 


SUMACARY or REPORT BY ATfORNliY UENE»AL 

Tmn Bank is the «»rnnH laig^est and Fii^ National 
the ninth largest of 10 banks in Morris County. This 
appliratinn rlnsely follows wie invcJ\'ia«’ the lai^ert 
and eighth largest hanks in the coimty. If both appli- 
ratinns are approved, thw latge and grwtnEg area, \rith 
an pstimatprl premia tinn of 32B>170 and a projected 
19ftn pfpnlarinn of 550,000, will be left M*ith only 
eight mmmp Trial hanksi^ the two largest cf \^^ch vnU 
acroiint for ovpt percent ^ the depccits and loans 
hplH hy all rnmmprrial banks in the HcKve^isr, 

these banks ane subject, to some pvtent, to coji3^>e4ijk« 
from banks located in adjacent counties. 

rr/nc.liidr. thAt. althr/n^ r.xTRfcing rr/rr/pr.thtr/rt f<r.- 
tween the merging banks is limited by the distance 
UL-iwcAii IIkhs ihv piv|_i<w_d iiivigi-i wuidd i.l'uiluAtr 
ILaI AAiuipctKIcw dcT» rxiil, « wrrB m ug&u&<,aut 

puicullid (A/ujipUkkMtf bclw^i.A th^iu bjuks «ud wH/idd 
further increase die already hi^ level of concentration 
in commercial banking in Morris County. 

» 


The Maybrook National Bank, Maybrook, N.Y., and County National Bank, MmnTRTOWN, N.Y. 


^fame oj bank and type of transaction 


Total ass^ 



! 

In To be 

operation operated 


The Maybrook National Bank, Maybrook, N.Y. ( 1 1927), with $2, 462, 223 

jwH County National Bank, Middletown, N.Y. (139^), which had i 127, 802, 866 

merged A^. 28, 1967, ui^er charter and title of the tatter bank (13956). ! 

Xhe merged bank at date of »Tu»r ^ r bad. | 1 30, 265, 090 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 16, 1967, The Maybrook National 
Bank, Maybrook, N.Y., with IPC deposits of $1.9 
million, and County National Bank, Middletown, N.Y., 
with IPC deposits of $89.6 million, applied to the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to merge under the charter and with the title of 
die latter. 

County National Bank, oiganized in 1934, maintains 
its head office in Middletown, Orange County, ap- 
proximately 40 miles north of New Yodc City. It 
upciAles 23 bro/icheslri Orange, SuHIvAii, oml DuUJicss 

.a!.- I?*.- t. - -1. - 1 

A 4V\^ cri£uicdiu uxA^ii 

for locations In Orange (Hounly. May^ruuk National 
Bank, also located in Orange County, maintains its sole 
frflicein ihe lowmrf Maybrnik, wliirii has a [XT|.iulalioz! 
of 1,500. 

60 


Orange County, with a population of 184,000 in 
1960, has been growii^ rapidly. Its proxiimty to New 
York City has attracted branch facilities of many busi- 
nesses and industries. In addition, it has a large and 
prosperous dairy farming industry. Economic forecasts 
for the county continue to be favorable. Middletown, 
with a population of 23,500, is one of the two largest 
dries in the county. Its rize and location have attracted 
much of the expanding manufacturing business mov- 
ing into the county. While the area around Maybrook, 
which is 15 TnileA northeast of Middletown, is pre- 
dominantly agriniltiiral^ Maybrook itsplf is a servicing 

fr»r smr^r^l Tf ic •'^per’enci''g a slO'.Y, 

Steady growth, parti rsilarly in the area of residential 
construction. 

Many hatikliig allernatitfes exist. Ivilh within the. 
primary service areas of the applicant banks and im- 
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mediately outside the area. In addition to the charter 
bank, there arc seven other banks in Orange County, 
with deposits in excess of $10 million, and three with 
less than $8 million in deposits. Four banks located 
outside Orange County also attract business from the 
Orange County area. County Trust Co. of White 
Plains and the National Bank of Westchester, the two 
largest banks in New York’s Third Banking District 
in which the applicants are located, together hold 47 
percent of the deposits in the district. The 5 percent 
now held by the charter bank will be increased only 
minutely by this merger. 

The applicant banks compete with each other to a 
limited degree. The office of the charter bank in 
Washingtonville is 6.5 miles from Maybrook; there 
are three other banking offices located between them. 
The competitive position of the small Maybrook bank 
is growing weaker in the presence of larger and more 
progressive banks that offer a broader range of services 
and trust facilities. Although the merger will eliminate 
the small amount of competition now existii^ between 
the participating banks, the xiltimate result is expected 


to be an increase in competition with all the other 
banks in and near Orange County. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the above proposal, 
it is concluded that the enhancement of the conven- 
ience and servicing of the needs of the community 
clearly outweigh the minimal adverse competitive ef- 
fects of the proposed merger. It is in the public interest 
and, therefore, approved. 

March 28, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

County National Bank operates 28 offices in Orange, 
Sullivan, and Dutchess counties, N.Y. Maybrook Na- 
tional Bank is a small bank with its only office in May- 
brook, N.Y., 6J4 miles distant from the nearest County 
National office. According to the application, compe- 
tition between the two banks is “very limited.” In view 
of this fact and in view of the narrow range of services 
offered by Maybrook National and its alleged manage- 
ment problems, it does not appear that the proposed 
merger would have an adverse effect upon competitioiL 


The Second National Bank of Titusville, Titusville, Pa., and Marine National Bank, Erie, Pa. 


J>fame of bank and type of transaction 


Banking offices 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The Second National Bank of Titusville, Titusville, Pa. (513), with 

and Marine National Bank, Erie, Pa. (870), which had 

merged Apr. 28, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (870). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$8,310,491 1 

69,078,508 7 

77,388,999 


8 


comptroller’s decision 

On January 3, 1967, the Marine National Bank, 
Erie, Pa., and The Second National Bank of Titusville, 
Titusville, Pa., applied to the Office of the Comptroller 
of the CuiToicy for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

Erie, with an estimated p>opuiation of 145,000, is 
the county seat of Erie County and is situated on the 
southeastern shore of Lake Erie, about 100 miles east 
of Cleveland, Ohio, 100 miles west of Buffalo, N.Y., 
and 130 miles north of Pittsburgh, Pa. Numerous diver- 
riiied manufacturing plants and {x>rt activities provide 
the primary economic sup|x>rt for this area which has 
enjoyed steady economic exp>ansion and population 
growth over the past several years. There are presently 
460 industrial plants in Erie County, of which 238 are 


in greater Erie. This large number of industries has 
given the city a high ranking nationally in diversity of 
manufacturing. The principal factors which con- 
tributed to the area’s economic growth are the laige 
population, the inexpensive power (water and fuel), 
the four railroads which service the area, and Lake 
Erie which, with its port facilities, has made Erie 
County an important exporter of products. Erie 
County ranks fourth among Pennsylvania counties as 
an exporter of products and Erie’s harbor is the finest 
natural harbor on the Great Lakes. In 1966, Erie’s 
harbor handled 2,767 arrivals and departures of ships. 
In the metropolitan area, there are 1,340 retail estab- 
lishments employing 10,900 persons and 348 wholesale 
establishments employing 2,700 persons. Tourism has 
also expanded in this area. 
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The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $49 million, 
is the third largest among the banks headquartered in 
Erie. The bank, organized in 1864, presently operates 
six branch offices: three in Erie; two in Millcreek 
Township, a suburb of Erie; and one in Corry, a striv- 
ing industrial town located 30 miles southeast of Erie. 
The bank is a well run institution providii^ its commu- 
nity with a full range of banking services, including 
trust services. Banking competition in Erie is provided 
by the First National Bank of Erie with total resources 
of about $120 million. The Security Peoples Trust Co. 
with total resources of about $110 million, and the 
Union Bank & Trust Co. with total resources of about 
$52 million. In addition, there are five savings and loan 
associations, 21 credit unions, 13 sales finance com- 
panies, and 14 personal loan companies. Competition 
from insurance companies in the area is moderate. 

Titusville, with a population of about 9,000, is lo- 
cated in Crawford County and is about 49 miles south- 
east of Erie. It serves a retail trade area with an 
csllmated population of 24,000. The area has a well 
diveirified industrial and ogricultural economy. There 
me presently in excess of 2,000 persons employed in 
manufacturing in Titusville and an expected expansion 
of die hugest marAifaetuiing concam, Cyclops Corp., 
will bring 500 additional jobs to the community. In 
tire area surrounding Titusvilte dairy fann- 

ing and lumbering provide cash income. 

Consummation of the proposed merger \riU not 
lessen banking competition in the areas each serves. 
Following the merger, the receiving bank will still rank 


third in size in Erie. Because the office of the Marine 
National Bank closest to Titusville is in Corry, 23 miles 
away, there is no present significant competition be- 
tween them to be eliminated. The entry of the re- 
ceiving bank into Titusville will, on the contrary, 
stimulate competition with the Pennsylvania Bank & 
Trust Co. which has total resources of $62 million. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will, in fact, 
provide the community of Titusville with a bank better 
able to meet the credit needs of its expanding indus- 
trial economy. The resulting bank will also provide 
expanded and improved banking sendees to the Titus- 
ville community. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria the 
merger is determined to be in the public interest and 
is, therefore, approved. 

March 14, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Marine National Bank (Marine Bank) with de- 
posits of $56,180,000, is the third laigest of five hanks 
in Erie, The Second National Bank of Titusville with 
depoeUc of $7,168j^00, and located 49 miles southeast 
of Erie, is the smallest of two banks in Titusville. 

While the applicarion states on the one hand that 
“no competition exists between the participating 
banks,” it also lists the Cony branch of Marine Bank, 
23 miles north of Titusville, as being one with which 
Titusville bank does compete. Such competition as 
does exist between these banks would, of course be 
eliminated by the proposed merger. 


Bank of Sumas, Sumas, Wash., and Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle, Wash. 



1 

i 

Banking offices 

Nome of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Bank of Sumas, Sumas, Wash., with 

$1,449,093 

1.537.342.000 

1.538.791.000 

1 


was purchased May 1, 1%7, by Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle, Wash. 
(11280), which h^ 

118 


After the purdiase was effected, the receiving bank had 

119 


COMPTROLLER'S DECISION 

On April 24, 1967, Seattle-First National Bank, 
Seattle, Wash., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to purchase some of the assets 
and to assume the deposit liabilities of the Bank of 
Sumas, Sumas, Wash. 

62 


This Office has been advised by the Division of 
Banking of the Department of General Administration 
of the State of Washington ffiat the Bank of Sumas 
is in such grave danger of immediate failure that it 
must be taken over by the State pursuant to its laws, 
unless this proposed transaction is approved. 
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Havilig rtjvlewed ihe internal condition of the Bank 
of Sumas, and having found tliat it is in danger of 
probable failure witliin the meaning of 12 U.S.C. 
1026 (c), this Office, tlierefore, is proceeding to act 
immediately. 


In order to protect the depositors, creditora, and 
shareholders of the Bank of Sumas, the Seattle^Firgt 
National Bank is authorised to proceed v/ith this pur-- 
chase and assiin^tion transaction forthwith. 

May 1, 1967. 


Tiburon National Bank, Tiburon, Calif., and Sierra National Bank, Petaluma, Calif. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Tiburon National Bank, Tiburon, Calif. (15149), with 

was purchased May 1, 1967, by Sierra National Bank, Petaluma, Calif. 

(15174), which had 

After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


Total assets 


$9, 274, 838 

12, 290, 229 
21, 565, 067 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

1 



2 



comptroller’s decision 

On May 1, 1967, application was made to the fJomp- 
trolle-r of the Currency for permisfiion for the Sierra 
National Bank, Petaluma, Calif., to purchase assets 
and assume the deposit liabilities of the Tiburon Na- 
I.InnHl Bank, Tiluiroii, Calif., in orrier to pie.vent the 
probable failure of the selling bank. 

Finding that an emergency situation exists witliiu 
the meaning of 12 U.S.C. 131, the Office of tlie Comp- 
troller of die Cuniency waives the need for approval by 
the shareholders of the Tiburon National Bank of the 


purchase and sale agreement as approved by its Board 
of Directors. The emergency situation which exists is 
of Such a nature dial diis Office must act immediately 
in Older to prevent die probable failure of die Tiburon 
National Bank within the meaning of 12 U.S.C. 
1828(c). 

Because of the- Kinergency Tialui'e r»f die sil-ualiorn 
and in order to protect the depositors, creditors and 
shareholders of the. Tiburon National Bank, the Sierra 
National Bank is authorized to proceed with the pur- 
chase and assumption transaction immediately. 

May 1, 1967. 


Bank of North America, New York, N.Y., and The Meadow Brook National Bank, New York, N.Y. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Toted assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Bank of North America, New York, N.Y., with 

$395, 445, 609 
986, 768, 278 

1,382,213,887 

16 

72 


and The Meadow Brook National Bank, New York, N.Y. (7703), which had. 
consolidated May 8, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (7703), and under 
title of ^‘National Bank of North America.** The consolidated bank at date 
of consolidation had 


88 




comptroller’s decision 

On Januaiy 20, 19G7, The Meadow Brook National 
Bank, New York, Queens County, N.Y., and die Bank 
of North America, New York, N.Y. af^licd to the Of- 
fice of the GomplroUer of die Cxu'rency for permisskoi 
to consolidate under the charter of (lie former and with 
the dde of “National Bank of NoriJi America.” 


The Meadow Brook National Bank, with IPC de- 
posits of $705 million, is a siKxessor to The First Na- 
tional Bank & Tnist Ca of Freeport, which was or- 
ganized in 1905. With its main office located in Queens 
County, Meadow Brook has three hra.nr.hcs in Man- 
hattan, and maintains 46 officc-s in Nassau County, 12 
in Suffolk County, one in Brooklyn, and six In Queens. 
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The Bank of North America, with IPG deposits of 
$274 million, was fonned in 1953 as the result of the 
conversion of an industrial bank, organized in 1924, 
to a trust company under the New York banking laws. 
With its head office in Manhattan, Bank of North 
America operates five branches in Manhattan, five 
branches in Brooklyn, three branches in Queens, one 
branch in the Bronx and one branch in Nassau. 

Both banks are located in the most highly competi- 
tive commercial banking environment in the country, 
and both an* represented in the mushrooming sub- 
urban areas on Txv>g Island. New York City presently 
has a population of 8 million, and Naesau and Suffolk 
comities tngipjther have a population of 2 million. As 
a major financial and industrial center, the metre- 
politan area contains several of the largest commercial 
banks in the worldv These banks ssrvice vast financial 
undertakings in both domestic and international moi^ 
kets. Many of the major bsmks in New York City op- 
erate branches on Long Island, which, although sdll 
primarily a residential area, has e^ierienced conridcr- 
able industrial and commercial growth. 

Meadow Brook originated as a suburban retail bank 
and concentrated its efforts in Nassau Coimty. In 1960, 
it moved into Manhattan in order to »^and into na- 
tional and international banking markets. The rapid 
expansion of branch banking offices in Nassau and 
Suffolk counties has inhibited its rate of growth in its 
primary trade area. 

The Bank of North America, whidh has long ^xxaal- 
ized in rendering banking eervicee to such S(4cctcd 
custome.ni as tevtiles, appsuel, cfew^col, and durable 
goods maniifartwreni, has found its pxnvth hampered 
by its inability to continue to serv^ its larger customers 
and by the increased competition of the larger banks of 
the city. Whereas the Bank of North America formerly 
competed only with banks of comparable sire in the 
textile district, it now cempetBs wth four of the largest 
banks which have established 26 brandies in the 
textile district in the last 10 years. Because of its 
lending capacity, the Bank of North America has been 
unable to satisfy the requironents of many of its larger 
customers^ At year end 1966, only 41 of the bank's 
100 most valued customers used it as their principal 
bank ; the remainmg 59 customers resorted to the larger 
city banks for their credit needs. 

Both applicant banks suffer similar disadvantages in 
this large metropolitan market. The high cost ci real 
estate and the rplative scarcity of suitable 6Ad aroil- 
ahle branch malrf it irspr!5Ct5acl to oontesspioto a 
antr^r ctkeric Sffca \ff 

this miite. Tn this highly ccenpetitbre market, these 
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banks are precluded from tlie effective use of area coiu- 
municationa media to adveitise ihcU' services by reason 
of the high costs involved. Whereas die popular news- 
papers and radio and television stations readi all 
comers of this market and adjust dudr rates accord- 
ingly, the banks, whose business derives from only a 
section of this great metrxpidiUur market, caimot rea- 
sonably afford to advertise for a ruaiket drat caimot 
be expected to uUlhe dieir services; the banks cannot 
afford this advertising waste. 

Since the services offered by drese consolidadiig 
banks are complementary ladicr diau similar, diis 
proposal caimot be said to reduce coinpetition* 
Meadow Brook conccntiales pilniaiHy on consumer 
credit, while the Bank of Noitli America lends pii- 
marily to businesses and mdusUles of medium size. 
In the field of inteniarional baukriig, Meadow Bi'ouk 
deals primarily widi Latin America and die Far East, 
while the Dank of North America concerns itself 
with Europe, the Near East, and Ladn America. Tire 
Bank of North America specializes lls services for 
customers in certain industrial areas that Meadow 
Brook National Bank does not serve. 

No significant competitlun will be diminated by 
this proposal. In only two sections of dirs vast complex 
are their offices in dose pioxliiilly. In die fi n a nci al 
district of lower Manhattan, die dosest offices are four 
blocks apart; the Bank of Norlli America plans to 
extend this distance another block by relocating its 
office. Every major bank in New York City Iras an 
office in diis immediate a/ea. Tire odier pair of com- 
peting brandies are located acioas die street from eadU 
other in Long Beach in Nassau County. Tliese brandies 
also cocTipete wkli offices of Fiaukllii National Bank, 
with deposits of $1.G bHKon, and of Chemical Bank 
New York Trust Co., widi deposits of $6 billion. 

Among die commercial banks in New York City, 
The Meadow Bxxxik National Bank piesenUy ranks 
ninth in rize, and die Bank of North America ranks 
lldi. Tlie lesxdtlng bank will couduue to rank ninth. 
Meadow Brook National Bank has only 1.50 perceiiL 
of all deposits lidd by conimeidal banks and 1.41 per- 
cent of all loans. The Bank of NorUi America holds 
only 0.63 percerit of die deposits aird O.GO peieeuL of 
the loaois. Tlie consdidatlon, therefore, wIH not in- 
crease the concentration of banking resources to any 
significant degree. 

Tills consohdadon will, on consunimatloir, produce 
beneficent effects for die banking puUic. Tire resudiing 

bsmk *f21 possess a g/oaAo/ ooinpotitivo potontid wiiidi 

tf^ to iLto LouolX \A oiLliuiiiULj m Uio wiioio" 

sale banking rnarLot wxdiout detririieiiL to die 
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customers auw being served. By comb ini ng the com- 
jduxucuUuy services now being fumi^ed by each in- 
sUluUun, the resulting bank will be bro2ui<^ bs^ed to 
sci'^'u im cxpimded range of conurnmity reqairsnents. 

It is coiiduded in the light of tlie foregoing analysis 
tliul uiy udvcruc uompeUU>'0 efTecte ><(^1011 may result 
fium lliu uuLLji>lidi/Lu^ii OiA*t^C/^hed \/j ikxt k o Bf C i H B 

lu die public convenience and needs, because of the 
uxpuiided lending Uiuil, increase In facades for retail 
and xdiulesale banking, Etiengtliened intematiciaal 
banking services, and expanded trust services which 
will be uHered by the resulting bank. Ila’/ing weighed 
the application against the statutory criteria and hav> 
ing deteiiulned dial the consolidation is In the puUtc 
interest, it is, therefore, approved. 

April 6, 1967. 

auMoiAJir Or mEFORT BY ATTORHEY GENERAL 

Meadow Brook National Bank U the lOth lai^fjest of 
the 45 comnncTcial bnnks with henH offimt in N«iv 
York City and the 1 1th largsest of the 9fi hanks in the 
New York City-Long Island (Nassau County and Suf- 
folk County) area. As of June 30, 1966, it had assets of 
$928,029,000, deposits of $810,848,000, and loans of 
$548,106,000. It opesntes 69 offices. Since 1950 it has 
acquired, through merger or eonsolidation, 17 banks 
with 39 office.? and aggregate total deposits in excess of 
$350 million. Bank of North America ranks 11th 
among banks with head offices in New York City and 


13th among all banks in the New York City-Long 
Island aroa. As of Jime 30, 1966, it had aivwts of 
$41 1/173,000, deposits of $342,571,000, and loans of 
$288,110,000. It operates 16 offices. Swore 1954, it has 
acquired four banks through merger. The consolidat- 
ing banks each offer the same mnge of r/vmmerrial 

bonluTCg bxuinOSS, nKbo'^h "R^nlr nf 'Mnrth AmaricQ 

emphasises commercial nnd inHiiRtrwil lending, while 
Meadow Brook National dors cm extensive retail 
business. Meadow Brook National has 1 .45 pernent of 
total dcpc«it8 in the area artd 1.93 percent of total 
loans, while Bank of North America hn.s less than 1 
percent in both categories. 

The banking structure in the New York City-Long 
Island area in which both consolidating banks are 
vigorous competitois reflects a high degree of con- 
centration. The five largest banks have approximately 
70 percent of the area’s deTX)sit 5 a^^d Irinn? TTii« mn. 
centration is largely attribut^le to past merger activity 
among lire lai^ir area bardis. Including botli the cem- 
uolidalliig banks. None uf die eiilirdy ue'// ba2ik< eetah- 
lidied in the area rince 1950 have achieved or can be 
expected lu adiieve ihe competitive stature of the 
larger banks vdiicli have been eliminated by merger. 

The proposed merger would not substantially affect 
die levtd of uoncenlialiou hi coiumeiuial b ankin g in 
the Ne>Af York City area. It would, however, eliminate 
existing coiupetlliou between MB and BNA, both of 
which piesenlly afford sigiiillcaiil alternative sources 
of credit for medium- and small-size customers. 


The First Nattonat. Rank, Rai.timorr, Ohio, ano The Hocking Vallj£y National Bank, Langasikk, Ohio 


Name of bank and type oj transaction 


The First National Bank trf Baltiniore, Baltimore, Ohio (7639), with 

was purchased May 8, 1967, by The Hoddng Valley National Ba^ of Lan- 
caster, Lancaster, Ohio (1241), which bad 

After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


Total assets 


$10, 406, 864 

13, 026, 877 
23, 433, 741 


Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

1 

2 



3 



comptroller’s decision 

Oil May 5, 19G7, application was made to the Gomp- 
liuUei- of die Currency by The Hocking Valley Na- 
tional Bank, Lancaster, Oliio, for permission to por- 
Uiasc assess and assume the depesk llabdkies of Tlic 
First National Bank, Baltimore, Ohio. 

As directed by the terms of Subsections 4 6 of 
Section 1827 (c) vl Title 12 ctf the Unite*! Slalnt Oxle, 


I hereby find thal there exists a reasonable probability 
that The First Natinnal Bank^ Baltimore, Ohio, ma y 
fail; that said reasonable probability of failure Is im ^t 
mment; and that a reascKiably pmdpnt disrhaige of 
my r«tfn< mB?h i1ijbVg in the maintenance, of a sound Na, 
tional banking system requires the- immediate acrion on 
this application. 1 also find that the financial and 
managerial resnurres of the arqmring insdtution v/ill 
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be adequate to protect the customers, as well as the 
public interest of the entire community, and that no 
other bank possessing the requisite breadth of finandal 
and managerial resources has indicated a uillingneBS 
to assume the responsibilities of the selling bank- 
I conclude that this transaction, as a matter of law, 
will neither occasion a violation of Section 2 of Title 15 
of the United States Code nor will it substantially 
lessen competition as that concept has been judicially 
accorded with the failing company doctrine. On the 


contrary, I conclude that the deleterious effect of a 
failure of the selling bank on the llnaiicial stability of 
the geographic market it serves) would significantly 
exceed any impact of the transaction upon competition. 

In order to protect the depositors, creditors, and 
shareholders of The First National Bank of Baltimore, 
Ohio, this application is approved and The Hocking 
Valley National Banlc is authorized to proceed wllli this 
purchase and assumption transaction forthwith. 

May 5, 1967. 


Bank of Nutley, N.J., and First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark, N.J. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Bank of Nutley, Nutley, N.J., with 

$48,636,809 
667, 285, 875 

712, 742, 898 

4 


and First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark, N.J. ( 1452), which had . . 
merged May 12, 1967, under charter and tide of the latter bank (1452). The 
merged hank at date of merger had 

24 


28 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 13, 1967, the Bank of Nutley, Nutley, 
N.J., with IPC depotits of $40 million, and the First 
National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark, N.J., 
with IPC deposits of $451.5 million, applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merger 
under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The First National State Bank, headquartered in 
Newark, N.J., has a population of 405,000 and oper* 
ates 25 oflfices throughout Essex County. Seventeen 
of these oflSces are within the Ne^vark city limits. The 
bank serves an area highly diversified with heavy and 
light industry, manufacturing electronic and trans- 
portation equipment Other than its local customers 
in Essex County, First National State Bank serves re- 
gional accounts located in the five counties contiguous 
to Essex County and national accounts doing business 
within a 50-mile radius of New York City. The popu- 
lation of its service area is in excess of 1,800,000. 

The Bank of Nutley maintains its head oflSce and 
operates three branches within the town of Nutley, N.J. 
The bank’s primary service area encompasses the town 
of Nutley, whose population is 29,513, and portions 
of the immediately adjacent municipalities. Nutley, 
which is primarily a well-developed, middle-income 
commimity with owner-occupied, one-family homes, 
serves a trading area with a population estimated at 
35,000 to 40,000. 
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The First National State Bank, which was organized 
in 1812, has experienced substantial growth over the 
years and its future prospects are favorable. Net cur- 
rent operating income of First National for 1965 was 
$6.7 million, which compares satisfactorily with the 
average earnings of banks of comparable size and scope. 
The capital structure of First National has continued 
to keep pace with its loan and deposit growth. The 
bank is in good condition and its management is con- 
sidered very competent 

The Bank of Nutley, incorporated imder New Jersey 
law in 1905 under its present title, has not experiaiced 
the rate of growth enjoyed by the charter bank. Al- 
though its past earnings have been satisfactory, its fu- 
ture earnings picture appears uncertain. While the 
Bank of Nutley presently has a satisfactory manage- 
ment team, the absence of any management succession 
presents a problem it must soon face. Requests for early 
retirement, health problems, and recent resignations 
have h^hlighted the lack of depth in management 
ranks. 

Competition between the merging banks is minimal. 
The closest offices of the merging banks are about 3 
miles apart. The community of Belleville, located be- 
tween these offices, contains a locally headquartered 
bank and a branch of the $557 million Fidelity Union 
Trust Go. Even in the area from which both banks 
derive business, a substantial portion of First National’s 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



accouiiU aie beyond the capacity of the Bank of Nutley 
to handle. 

ErTectuation of this merger will not unsettle the 
banking sti uclu/e in tliis section of New Jersey nor give 
llie First National State Bank a marked advantage over 
its competitors. While the receiving bank had total 
deposits at year end of $607 million, its prindpal com- 
petitor, the Howard Savings Bank of Newark, had 
total deposits of $661 million. First National State is 
also in diiecl uoinpetition with 15 other commercial 
banks headquartered in Essex County. Its largest com- 
mercial bank competitors are the $557 million Fidelity 
Union Trust Go., Newark, N.J,, and the $475 
million National Newark & Essex Bank, Newark, 
N.J. Furtlier competition derives from 148 savings 
and loan associations, 24 insurance companies, and 
numerous pereunal loan companies, credit nninns, and 
sales nuance companies. First Natic^al State Bank also 
feels the impact of competition from the large New 
York City banks which canvass this area of New Jersey 
in quest of business. 

Gumpetillon is offered the $44 million Bank of Nut- 
ley by offices of the $557 million Fidelity Union Trust 
Go., the $474 million National Newark & Essex Bank, 
the $29 million Peoples National Bank, the $100 mil- 
lion Bank of Passaic & Clifton, the $351 million New 
Jersey Bank & Trust Go., the $208 million National 
Community Bank of Rutherford, the $150 million 
Bloomiield Savings Bank, and the Nutley Savings and 
Loan Association. 

Should the merger be consummated, the receiving 
bank would continue as the second largest financial in- 
stitution in the combined service area. The inrrea.se in 
its resources, however, would not be sufficient to effect 
adversely the competitive balance of the banking 
Btructuic within this section of New Jersey. On the con- 
trary, banking competition will most likely be stimu- 
lated among the seven larger ba nk s — six of which have 
deposits in excess of $100 million — in the service area 
of the Bank of Nutley. Substantial benefits would 
accrue to the residents of Nutley from the presence of 


a large, well managed bank offering a broader range 
of banking services through local offices. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, \ve conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

March 28, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National State Bank of New Jersey, the 
second largest commercial bank in Essex County, N J. 
($514.6 million in depc^ts), proposes to merge with 
die Bank of Nutley ($44.2 million in deposits). The 
latter is located in Nutley, N.J., (population approxi- 
mately 29,513) and is the sixth largest commercial 
bank in Essex County (1960 population, 948,352). 

Concentration in commercial hanking in Essex 
Guuiily Is extremdy high, with the three largest banks 
collectively controlling 79.6 percent of total county 
deposits, 32 percent of total lo 2 uis and 63.9 percent 
of total banking offices. The Charter Bank alone (sec- 
ond largest of all commercial banks in the county) 
controls about one-fourth of total loans, depn.rits, and 
offices held by commercial banks in the county. The 
Merging Bank, although only controlling 2.2 percent 
and 2 percent of total deposits and loans, respectively, 
is larger than six of the smaller banks combined. Even 
should mutual savings bank deposit and loan figures 
be included, the level of concentration in Essex County 
would remain extremely high, with four of the lead- 
ing banks controlling 71.8 percent of total deposits, 
71.5 percent of total loans, and 60.5 percent of total 
banking offices. 

Competition between the applicant banks exists 
particulariy for the small- and medium-size loan and 
deposit accounts, and this competition would be elim- 
inated by the proposed merger. The merger would 
also increase further the level of concentration within 
a highly concentrated banking market, Essex County. 
It would, finally, eliminate a well established, inde- 
pendent bank, the cmly bank (with its branches) in 
Nutley, N.J., eind one which has been demonstrated 
to be a vigorous and growing competitor in the area. 
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p!RST-Orv Natkinai. Bank of BmowAMTOM, Btnghaictom, N,Y,, ajjid First-City National Bank, of Suuthkkn 

New York, Binghamton, N.Y. 


J^ame of bank and type of transaetion 


FintrGity National Bank of Binghamton, Binghamton, N.Y. (202), with 

and FiratpGitY National Bank of Southern New York, BinghamRm, N.Y. 

(15625), which had 

merged May 16, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (15625) and with 
ti& *Tirst-Gity National Bank of Bii^hamton, N.Y.** The merged bank 
at date of merger had 


Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

$139,175,480 

10 


250,000 

1 


139,425,480 


11 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 19, 1966, the First-City National 
Bank of Binghamton, Binghamton, N.Y., with IPG 
depoMts of $99 million, hied an application for per- 
mission to merge with the First-City National Bank 
of Southern New York (organizing), Binghamton, 
N.Y., imder the title of the former and the charter of 
the latter. 

The First-City National Bank of Binghamton, Bing- 
hamton, N.Y.; the Lincoln National Bank & Trust 
Co. of Central New York, Syracuse, N.Y.; The First 
National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, N.Y.; and 
the Lincoln Rochester Trust Go., Rochester, N.Y., 
have agreed to form a bank holding company to be 
known as the Lincoln First Group, Inc. In order to 
transfer stock ownership of the banks to the bank 
holding thire ticav banks, one eor- 

rcspAndir>g to cAch of t)w. existing National bar^s, were 
organiiicd with the piy .l hnitiATy approval of the Occnp- 
tmllcr of the Currency. Tf the T.ineolri First Cro^, 
Inc., rcocivrs authority frean the Board of Gwemoirs 
of the Federal Rraerw. fiystem a.nd fiv»m the Daokiiig 
Boas'd of the State of New York to hr-rjOrAt. a cd 

bank holding company, it will then acquire all the 
stock of the four hanks, except for dhreterris qualify- 
ing .diarcs and a.s otherwise lYxpTred by law. 

The new charter hank will not hanking facili- 
ties until thr. in.stard; prrpnMd is approved, at whieh 
rime it will take over the banking operations of the 


existing ban.t and continue without interruption the 
banking services now being offered. Since the new 
charter bank is presently a nonoperating bank, the 
merger will have no effect on competition. However, 
the approval to be granted herein is conditioned upon 
all requisite shareholder action being taken and on re- 
ceipt of approval by the Federal Reserve Board fOT 
the Lincoln First Group, Inc., to become a registered 
bank holding company. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application, as conditioned above, is therefore 
apprewed. 

November 9, 1966. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

These three proposed mcigcjis are pai I uf a liuldiiig 
COiApaiiy pldii uiidei wiiiiii Liucuiu Fiivi Givup, Iiic., 
A New York coipuialluii willi iu principal uilice in 
Rochester, wcmld acquire up lu 100 pemxil uf die vot- 
ing sliares c>f each uf the (liiee reuulUiig banks. As> 
CCi*rc1tng to (he ap^ficaiiiuis, (lie niergez-s aie a 
*S‘CStt\tct\iiiAg fuuceduie uicideiilai lu (he luilding 
company plan.” 

The accpiiring bank In eacli iuslance is a new in- 
stitutiem cicAled (u •m|.feiuuiji (he liuldliig company 
pkm, and at the present l>i£ie 1 ih!< uu hanking faedities. 
TTence, the pc<«fiesed lueigeix as such would give rim 
to no adveisc competitive effects. 
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Lincoln National Bank & Trust Ca or CVntral New York, Svracujwi, N.Y^ and T.mnof.N National 

Bank of Syracuse, Syracuse, N.Y. 


Jiam of hank and type of transaetion 


Lincoln National Bank & Trust Go. of Central New York, Syracuse, N.Y. 

(13393), with 

and Lincoln National Bank of Syracuse Syracime, N.Y. (l.%27), which had . . 
merged May 16, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (15627) and vdth tide 
*^Ljncoln National Bank& Trust Co. of Central New York.” The merged 
bank at date of merger had 


Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

$206, 747, 093 

17 


261, 235 

1 


206, 784, 094 


18 


COMPTROLLER'S DECISION 

On September 19, 1966, the Lincoln National Bank 
& Trust Go. of Central New York, Syracuse, N.Y., with 
IPG deposits of $145 million, filed an application to 
merge with the Lincoln National Bank of Syracuse, 
(organizing) Syracuse, N.Y., under the title of the 
former and the charter of the latter. 

The First-City National Bank of Binghamton, Bing- 
hamton, N.Y.; Ae Lincoln National Bank & Trust Go. 
of Central New York, Syracuse, N.Y.; The First Na- 
tional Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, N.Y.; and the 
Lincoln Rochester Trust Go., Rochester, N.Y., have 
agreed to form a bank holding company to be known 
as the Lincoln First Group, Inc. In order to transfer 
stock ownership of the banks to the bank holding com- 
pany, three new National banks, one corresponding to 
each of the existing National banks, were organized 
with the preliminary approval of the Comptroller of 
the Currency. If the Lincoln First Group, Inc., receives 
authority from the Board of (jovemors of the Federal 
Reserve System and from the Banking Board nf the 
State of New York to become a registered bank hold- 


ing company, it will then acquire all the stock of the 
four banks, except for director's qualifying shares and 
as otherwise required by law. 

The new charter bank will not open banking fa- 
cilities until the instant proposal b approved, at which 
time it will take over the banking operations of the 
exbting bank and continue without interruption the 
banking services now being offered. Since the new 
charter bank b presently a nonoperating bank, the 
merger will have no effect on competition. However, 
the approval to be granted herein is conditioned upon 
all requisite shareholder action being taken and on 
receipt of approval by the Federal Reserve Board for 
the Lincoln First Group, Inc., to become a regbtered 
bank holding company. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it b in the public interest, 
and the application, as conditioned above, is there- 
fore approved. 

November 9, 1966. 

Noie.— F ur somroftry of report by Attorney Geaeial, 8cc 

p. 68. 

« 


TriE First N.vnoNAL Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, N.Y., and Second Nation at. Bank of Jamestown, 

Jamestown, N.Y, 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaeHon 

Total assets { 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, N.Y. (548), with 

and Second National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, N.Y. (15656), which 

had 

$69, 427, 658 

132, 142 

69, 431, 358 

6 

1 


merged May 16, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (15656) and with 
tide *<The First National Bank of Jamestown.” The bwk at date 

of TTierger had 


7 
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comptroller’s decision 

On September 19, 1966, The First National Bank 
of Jamestovm, Jamestown, N.Y., with IPG deposits 
of $54 million, filed an application for permission 
to merge with the Second National Bank of James- 
town (organizing). New York under the title of the 
former and the charter of the latter. 

The First-City National Bank of Binghamton, Bing- 
hamton, N.Y.; the Lincoln National Bank & Trust 
Co. of Central New York, Syracuse, N.Y.; the Lincoln 
Rochester Trust Co., Rochester, N.Y.; and The First 
National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown, N.Y., have 
agreed to form a bank holding company to be known 
as the Lincoln First Group, Inc. In order to transfer 
stock ownership of the banks to the bank holding 
company, three new National banks, one correspond- 
ing to each of the existing National banks, were 
organized with the preliminary approval of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency. If the Lincoln First Group, 
Inc., receives authority from the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System and from the Banking 
Board of the State of New York to become a regis- 


tered bank holding company, it will then acquire all of 
the stock of the four banks, except for director’s 
qualifying shares and as otherwise required by law. 

The new charter bank will not open banking facili- 
ties until the instant proposal is approved, at which 
time it will take over the banking operations of the 
existing bank and continue without interruption the 
banking services now being offered. Since the new 
charter bank is presently a nonoperating bank, the 
merger will have no effect on competition. However, 
the approval to be granted herein is conditioned upon 
all requisite shareholder action being taken and on 
receipt of approval by the Federal Reserve Board for 
the Lincoln First Group, Inc., to become a registered 
bank holding company. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application, as conditioned above, is therefore 
approved. 

November 9, 1966. 

Note.— For summary of report by the Attorney General, 
see p. 68. 


First Bank & Trust Go. of Needham, Needham, Mass., and South Shore National Bank, Quincy, 

Mass. 




Banking offices 

jVunM of 6astJt and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First Bank& Trust Company of Needham, Needham Kfaas., with. 

$3, 448, 627 
123, 154, 572 

126, 603, 199 

2 


and South Shore National Bank, Quincy, Mass. (14798), which had 

28 


merged May 19, 1%7, under charter and title of the latter bank (14798). The 
merged bank at date of merger had. 

30 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 26, 1967, the First Bank & Trust Go. 
of Needham, Needham, Mass., a bank having IPG 
deposits of $2.5 million, and the South Shore National 
Bank, Quincy, Mass., a bank having IPG deposits of 
$94.6 million, applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of 
and with the title of the latter. 

The charter bank is located in Quincy, Mass., a city 
of 88,000 people that is part of the Boston Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Area. Quincy is geograpiiically 
Mtiiated 8 miles south of downtown Boston on die 
Atlantic coast. Along uith tka nosghbsrsng t&vfra of 
Braintree and Weymouth, it comprises a core that is 
the focus for the major industrial complex of Norfolk 
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County. The largest employer is the Electric Boat Divi- 
non of General Dynamics which employs 8,000 work- 
ers. Other companies having a large impact on the 
economy of the city are Procter & Gamble, Raytheon, 
Sears Roebuck, and Boston Gear. Norfolk Goimty in 
general and Quincy in particular are continuing to 
grow and prosper at such an outstanding rate that, 
between 1950 and 1960, their pattern of growth was 
three times greater than that of the State as a whole. 

The merging bank is located in Needham, Mass., a 
city of 29,282 which is also part of the Boston met- 
ropolitan nren. Needham is situated 12 miles west of 
Boston e«d 17 miles /lui^diwuA i/ Quincy. 
Needham, like the rest of Norfolk Coiurly, has a solid 
and growing industrial base which hi this case accounts 
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for 0^0 employctrs and aii annual payroll In e*c«» 
of $37 uiiiliLU.k Majiu' trxiij/IuyciK aiv WHilani 
Co., Microwave Develc«i>'ii!eiil Labts 
51-Iectroiiicst, RCA, Syivaiua, and Interna licnrial E<juip- 
mentCo. 

South Shore NatioiiHl Bank, with its head office, in 
Quincy and ?G brandh crffices si.-Htleied Ortou ghoul 
most of Norfolk County, is the second largest bank in 
the county. It is in competition with Norfolk Ccnnily 
Tmst Cos, the lai^est commercial bank in the county 
and a subsidiary of Baystate Gorp., and with Needham 
National Bzmk, a subsidiary of the Shawmut Gorp. 
Despite the fact that it has been forced to compete 
with banks that have the full resources of large bmik 
holding companies at their disposal, and with the 
aggressive policy of large Boston banks such as First 
National Bzrnk of Boston, South Shore National has 
managed to attract and keep an executive staff of 
well trained, knowledgeable men that has enabled 
it to establish a sound record of achievement and 
growth. 

The merging institution. First Bank & Trust, was 
chartered in 1960 with its head office in Needham. 
Its only branch is in neighboring Westwood. Plung- 
ing, as it were, into the vortex of competitive activity 
already alluded to. First Bank & Trust has never been 
able to establish itself as a firm competitor in Norfolk 
County. Its growth has been insubstantial and not what 
was expected of the bank when it was first organized. 
Today, it is still vainly attempting to compete as a 
banking force in a community that is extremely well 
banked. 

The proposed merger will not result in a substantial 
reduction of alLeiimle ciioices for ihe pirblic si nre Srmth 
Shore National plans lo keep both of First Bank & 
Trust’s offices open as brancheSv Tlie resulting bank 


will iiialie it possible, to afFr/rri Firat Bank & Trust’s 
pieseM Customei's^ a.s weH as its pmtr.ntiftl r.ustTitners in 
ibe su Hounding crirnrnrrmitiesj the type rrf fiill-bankintg 
service which is expief.ted to<l«y. The prfiposed merger 
fully answers the dictates of the banking structure, the 
needs of the cornTrmrnty at large, and will result in 
stronger ernropetitiffn in the Needham area. 

Applying the .stahitory rriteria to the pro- 
poserl merger, we erm elude that it is in the public in- 
teftwt atiH the appliratinm is, therefore, approved. 

April 18, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First Bank and Trust Go. of Needham ("First 
Bank”) , with its main office in Needham and a branch 
in nearby Westwood, Norfolk County, Mass., proposes 
to merge with South Shore National Bank ("South 
Shore”), Quincy, Mass., which operates a main office 
in Quincy and 26 branch offices throughout Norfolk 
County. As of December 1, 1966, South Shore had 
IPC demand deposits of $56.4 million and First Bank 
had such deposits of $1.7 million. 

The proposed merger would eliminate a certain 
amount of direct competition between First Bank’s two 
offices and six South Shore branches which were from 
2 to 4 miles away; it would also increase by about 1 
percent South Shore’s share of IPG demand de- 
posits in Norfolk County (a liighly coiiceiiUaled 
market) — to 33 percent of tlie total. Nevertlidess, we 
conclude tliat the proposed merger would probably 
have rdativdy little adverse effect on existing competi- 
tion, because First Bank appears to be a relatively weak 
C'ompt^lltor in Neetlliani-Weslwcn.Kl aitfn, as sJtowii by 
Ils f/fiftratiiig Irisses, its declining arnoimt rrf cwrt.stand- 
ing loans, and its lack of any partirqMtifm f#f loam in 
excess of its legal lending limit of $50,000- 


The Atvtlen National Bank, Atgi.kjm, Pa., ani> National Bank op Chester Coitntv &. Trust Co., West 

Chester, Pa. 


Nams of hank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

TTie At;g^len Na.tioiia.1 Bank, Atglen, Pa. (7056), with 

$3, 088, 385 

71, 167,478 

74, 255, 833 

1 

6 


and National Bank oi Chester County & Trust Go., West Chester, Pa. (552), 
which had - 

7 

merged June 7, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (552). The 
merged bank at date of merg^ had 
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comptroller’s decision 

On February 3, 1967, die National Bank of Chester 
County & Trust Co., West Chester, Pa., and The At- 
glen National Baxik, Atglen, Pa., applied to the Omce 
of the Gonaptioller of tlie Corrciicy for pennissioii to 
merge under the diarter and with the title of the 
former. 

Both banks are located in Chester County which 
is situated about 30 miles west of Philadelphia in south- 
eastern Pennsylvania. This county, while still econom- 
ically oriented toward farmings is beginriTig to partici- 
pate in the rapid industrial and residential growth that 
has been sweeping the Delaware Valley. 

The National Bank of Chester County & Tnist Co., 
having TPC deposits of $57.3 million, is the laigest 
bank in Cheater County and operates foiu- branches 
with two more approved but imopened. Its main 
office ia in West Cheater, a city of 1^000 inhabitants, 
which is the county seat of Chester County and which 
is located about halfway between Philadelphia, Pa., 
and Wilmington, Del. Although West Chester is pri- 
marily a residential area, it has about 50 small indus- 
tries. West Cheater State College, which has a student 
enrollment of aome 4,400 students also has a substan- 
tial impact upon the economy of the city. 

The Atglen National Bank, having IPO depr^ts of 
$2.6 million, is a unit bank located in Atglen, Pa., 
about 24 miles west of West Chester. Atglen is a com- 
munity of about 2,000 inhabitants that has its econ- 
omy rooted deeply in the soil. The Atglen National 
Bank serves a trade area of a 5-mile radius and it has 
no meaningful competition with the National Bank of 
Chester whose nearest branch is in Avondale, 14 miles 
southeast of Atglen. In brief, the meiger will have no 
effect upon competition. 

The merger wiB eriaWe tlie Atglen office iw cuiiipeic 
me^c cffcetitcly agcuoal Uk. eousUuA picssuic \A (Lc 
I^adelpMa and Wilmingloii baiiks. Further, tlie 

w21 fn/nhli t1i< lOwu Aljj^cii wiBi lihs*! iriva 

Ices, CC'/i^idei se/vlceft, and mwe cuu'U'jlIIwi loan 
money. It will also not only solve the pressing problem 


of manag^ent succession that has effectively ham- 
pered Atglen National in its attempt to grow with its 
community, but will ultimately result in higher interest 
rates on savings deposits and certificates of deposits. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
meiger, we conclude, that it. is in the public inters and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

May 5, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The National Bonk of Chester County & Trust Co. 
(’‘Chester National”), with its mam office at West 
Chegter, Pa., and seven branch offices located through- 
out the eoutheostem quadr 2 Lnt of Chester County pro- 
poses to merge with The Atglen National Bank 
(“Atglen National”), Atglen, Pa., under die formers 
tide. As of December 31, 1966, Chester National’s de- 
posits w«« $60.5 million and Atglen National’s total 
deposits were $2.7 million. 

Chester Nadonol is the hirgest bank liaving its head- 
quarters in Chester County. It has about 27 percent 
of the coimt/s IPG demand deposits, accuiding to the 
most rcccndy published figures. The fo/egoing market 
chares may somewhat oveistate Qiesier Nadonal's 
market power, however, since much of the county’s 
population is dose to Montgomery and Delaware 
counties, in wliidi the Philadelphia-based banks are 
permitted to open branches; also, larger banks based 
in Montgomery and Berks County have undertaken, or 
propose to undertake, banking operations in Chester 
Coimty. 

There would appear to be relatively Utde direct 
competition between these two banks which operate in 
different parts of Chester County. Their main offices 
are approYimately 24 tuiIps apart; and Chester Na^ 
tinnaPB rirwmt (at Az/CKdo!®) k 

14 miles from Atglwi National’s sole office. Also, the 
two hMikA’ Wi* VAT/nncM i.s in pnYt « 

indicated by diffrrrnerA in thr.ir I’rsperjlvc. Asart 
structure. 
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The First National Bank op Shickshinny, Shickshinny, Pa., and The Wyoming National Bank of Wilkes 

Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa« 


J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Baakin^ 

In 

operation 

g offices 

To be 
<^ated 

The First National Bank of Shickshinny, Shickshinny, Pa. (5573), with 

and The Wyoming National Bank of Wilkes-Beoie, V>^e»-BarTe, Pa. (732), 

$5, 645, 638 

51, 520,965 

57, 166, 603 

1 

6 

1 

merged June 16, 1967, under charter and tide of the latter bank (732). The 
morged bank at date of merger had 

7 




comptroller's decision 

On January 5, 1967, The Wyoming National Bank 
of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., and The First Na- 
tional Bank of Shickshinny, Shickshinny, Pa., applied 
to the OflSce of the Comptroller of the Currency for 
pei'inission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 

Wilkes-Barre, the county seat of Luzerne County 
is located 119 miles northwest of Philadelphia and has 
a population of 68,000 in a trade area of about 200,- 
000. The area was once the center of anthracite coal 
mining, but that industry has declined to the point that 
today it employs only 3 percent of the labor force of 
Wilkes-Barre. The decline of the mining industry dur- 
ing the previous decade brought such a diminution in 
population and rise in imemployment that Wilkes- 
Barre became known as an economically depressed 
area. Now manufacturing, predominantly in the 
garment trades, employs about 40 percent of the work 
force. The number of new industries coining to the 
area is increasing, signaling significant improvement in 
economic conditions during the 1960's. 

The Wyoming National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, with 
IPG deposits of $39 million, is the third largest bank 
headquartered in Wilkes-Barre. The First National 
Bank, with IPG deposits of $99 million, and Miners 
National Bank, with IPC deposits of $118 million, 
both in Wilkes-Barre, are over twice the size of the 
charter bank. The Northeastern Pennsylvania Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Go., with total IPG depimts of 
$181 million, has a branch office in Wilkes-Barre. The 
charter bank has four branches within 2-8 miles from 
Wilkes-BaiTc, which serve northeastern laizeme 
Goimty in Bdwardsville, Plymouth, Shaverton, and 
Exeter. A fiftli branch is 27 miles northwest of V/ilkes 
Barre in Tunkhannock. 


Shickshinny is 17 miles southwest of Wilkes-Barre 
and has a population of 1,800, with another 10,000 in 
the trading area. The area is rural in character. Dairy 
fanning is the principal agricultural aedvity, while 
needle trades represent the major industry. 

The First National B«ink of Shickshinny has IPG 
deposits of $4.5 million. This bank, though it. follows 
a very conservative lending policy, has not had the 
capacity to meet the locally generated demand for 
credit during the past year. The charter bank, because 
its president was formerly connected with the meiging 
bank, has been able to attract and serve this Shick- 
shinny business. 

The merger will have no adverse competitive effects 
as there is virtually no competition between the appli- 
cant banks. Nor will there be any effect on the compe- 
tition between the Shickshinny office and its closest 
competitor 1 mile across the river in Mocanaqua. 

The convenience and needs of both communities 
will be better served by the resulting bank. The Shick- 
shinny office will be able not only to respond to current 
lending needs more efficiently, but also to finance the 
recreational and manufacturing development expected 
in that area. With better trained personnel, instaUment 
lending by the Shickshinny office can expand. Automa- 
tion services provided by the charter bank can expedite 
the bookkeeping of the merging office. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interesl^ and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

May 11, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Wyoming National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes- 
Barre, Pa., with assets of $48,790,000, proposes to 
mcfgc with First National Bank of Shickshinny^ Shirk- 
shinny, Pa., with assets of $5,21 1,000. 
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According to the application actual competition 
between Wyoming and First National is insubstantial. 
However, the proposed merger would increase concen- 


tration in commercial banking within Luzerne County 
and would eliminate the potential competition wiiich 
de novo branching by Wyoming could provide. 


« « * 


Federation Bank & Trust Company, New York, N.Y., and Franklin National Bank, Mineola, N.Y, 




Banking offices 

Neane of bank and type of transaction 

j 

Total assds 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

P^eralirin Ranb Fr TViinf Onmppiny, Ynrk, N.Y., with .... 

$286,883,229 
2, 055, 462, 465 

2, 342, 345, 713 

14 


nnH Pranlclifi hJn.tinn;i1 Rnnlc h/finenia, N.Y. ( 1 2W7J, whirJi had 

68 


merged June 30, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (12997). The 

mrrged bank at date of merger had 

82 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 6, 1967, Franklin National Bank, 
Mineola, Nassau County, N.Y., with IPG deposits of 
$1,235 billion, and Federation Bank & Trust Co., New 
York, N.Y., with I PC deposits of $204 million, applied 
to the Ofl&ce of the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of Franklin National Bank. 

The offices of the applicant banks are located in New 
York City, and Nassau and Suffolk coimties on Long 
Island. New York City, with almost half of this region’s 
population and 60 percent of its job opportunities, is 
the core of the area. Its economic center is Manhattan 
which is not only the hub of world finance but is also 
an important area for wholesale trade, insurance, the- 
atrical pursuits, printing, publishing, and garment 
manufacturing. Many international and national cor- 
porations also maintain headquarters in Manhattan 
in order to keep attuned to the pulse of day-to-day 
developments in finance, and to keep up with the latest 
innovations in their special fields. New York City 
personal incomes are estimated at an aggr^ate of 
$27,727 billion in 1964, which is but an indication 
of the magnitude of financial services needed by this 
great and wealthy city. 

The dynamism of New York City is matched by the 
astounding growth of its Long Island suburbs since 
World War II. With a population of nearly 2.5 mil- 
lion, Nassau and Suffolk are two of the most rapidly 
growing counties in the Nation. Since 1960, Nassau 
and Suffolk have added $2,693 billion in new con- 
struction. In 1965, manufactured goods with value 
added of $1.56 billion were produced there, retml trade 
amounted to $3,502 billion and wholesale trade totaled 
$2,335 billion. Wages and salaries of $3,299 billion 
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were paid in the counties in 1964, an increase of 56 
percent over the 1960 figure. This manufacturing em- 
ployment has removed Long Island from the status of 
purely a residential community for workers employed 
in New York City. 

Projections for the future development of Long 
Island indicate continued laige-scale growth. Suffolk 
County still has 60 percent of its land available for 
development as potential living, recreation, and work- 
ing space. Ambitious mass transit and highway plans 
should improve transportation to all parts of the 
county. Major public projects such as water supplies 
and sewer systems will accelerate its orderly develop- 
ment. Present es tima tes of Long Island population by 
1985 will reach a total of 3.5 million to neaj-Iy 4 mil- 
lion. Large sources of capital and financial services will 
be increasingly needed on Long Island if the area is 
to realize its anticipated potential. 

Franklin National Bank was oiganized in 1926 in a 
small Long Island village. Although it has acquired 
several banks through mergers since that time, Franklin 
has not been involved in a merger for the past 5 
years. During the period from 1960 through 1965, its 
total resources increased from $801.6 million to $1.7 
billion. Franklin entered the New York City market 
after 2 years of development at a representative office 
there. In 1964, five new offices were opened In the 
city. Another Manhattan office was subsequently 
added. At the present time, Franklin has a total of 66 
offices, 36 of which are located in Nassau County, 20 
in Suffolk County, six in Manhattan, two in Queens 
and one each in Brooklyn and the Bronx. 

Federation was organized in 1923 and was prin- 
cipally owned by trade unions affiliated with the 
American Federation of Labor and by individual union 
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members. The bank closed in 1931 and reopened 11 
months later after reorganir^ition. As new stock was 
sold, the geneml public acquired a broader interest in 
its development- Although Federation has been a 
Manhattan-orimtod hank with its head office and two 
branches there, it opened a branch in Flushing in 
1954 and acquired a Brooklyn office through mcigcr 
in 1958- In the next 7 years, eight additional branches 
were established in Queens, Bronx, and Brooklyn. 

With a limited number of offices, the applicant banks 
operate in the most competitive banking milieu in 
the miintry. Six of the Nation’s 10 laigest commercial 
banks are located in New York City and all of them 
have, mnsiderahly more resruMces and more offices than 
either of the applicant banks. In fact, Franklin, with 
2.6 percent of New York City-Long Island bank de- 
posits and loans, is only the eighth largest bank op- 
erating in New York City and is only slightly larger than 
the ninth largest, Marine Midland Grace Trust Co. 
Moreover, it is only half as large as the seventh-ranked 
Irving Tnist Co. There is a sharp drop in total re- 
sources to 14th place, the position held by Federation, 
which has only 0.5 percent of loans and deposits in New 
York City, 

After the merger, the resulting bank will still rank 
eighth in the New York City-Long Island area and 
will ha ve over $1 billion less in deposits than the seventh 
largest bank. The 79 offices of the resulting bank will 
represent only 7.3 percent of total commercial bank 
offices in the entire area and only 3.1 percent of 
deposits and 3 percent of loans. Franklin has been 
active as an operating bank in New York City for less 
than 2 years and is not yet, in many respects, a strong 
competitor of the several largest New York City banks. 
With its increasing resources, however, the resulting 
bank will be in a better position to offer meaningful 
competition to these large banks, particularly in the 
retail banking area, after the addition of sufficient 
New York City branches. We find, therefore, that the 
effect of the proposed merger on competition in the 
New York Cit.y-T_.ong Island area will stimulate and 
enhance- the competitive structure of banking in the 
metropolitan area. 

This positive competitive result will be achieved 
without eliminating any substantial competition be- 
tween the applicant banks. Federation has no office on 
Long Island where most of Franklin’s are located. As 
the deposits of Long Island residents which Federation 
holds are limited to commuter accounts, competition 
is limited to the business drawn from New York City 
offices. Federation does not have a national-inter- 
national division nor engage in money market activi- 


ties, as does Franklin; all their New York City business 
is not competitive. A furtlicr restriction of competition 
in New York City between Uie pailicipaiilx is llie fact 
that offices of Franklin and Federation serve laigely 
different localities and appeal to different types of bm^ 
ness customers. 

Hie only office of Federation in dose proximity to 
offices of Franklin is its office on 45th Street near Fifth 
Avenue (the Grand Central office), which lies about 
midway between Franklin’s office at 90 Park Avenue, 
and its office at Madison Avenue at 48th Street This 
“midtown area” is one of the most highly concentrated 
banking sections in this highly concentrated city and 
io ocrvxjd by many offices of nearly every laig^ bank hi 
New York City. 

Further evidence of the lack of present competition 
between the applicant banks is reflected in the fact 
that they share only 24 accounts that are not also 
shared with other banks. Total deposits in these ac- 
counts averaged $436,000 for Franklin and $835,000 
for Federation, or 0.03 percent and 0.3 percent of total 
deposits, respectively, in a 3-month period ending 
October 31, 1966. Loans to these common customeis 
failed to reach even 1 percent of the total loans of 
either bank. 

The applicant banks each concentrate on different 
typos of bucinecG. Slightly over 33 perexmt of Franklin’s 
mortgage loans represent construction mortgage loans, 
a form of financing in which Federation does not regu- 
larly engage. Federation is not active in loans to small 
businesses, which represent $31.6 million of Franklin’s 
loans, nor in charge account loans, brokers’ loans and 
direct leasing contracts, in which Franklin is involved. 
Since all the facts and figures relating to the applicant 
banks indicate that they compete principally for 
different customers in substantially different markets, 
we find that no substantial competition between the 
banks now exists which could be eliminated by tlie 
merger. 

The convenience and needs of the New York City- 
Long Island area must also be considered in declduig 
this merger. Types of services the Franklin National 
Bank offers, although not highly developed, and which 
Federation either does not offer, or offers only in a 
very limited way, include international banking, cor- 
porate and personal trust sendees (including invest- 
ment advisory services), correspondent banking and 
municipal finance. In all of these activities, the other 
large New York City banks dwarf Franklin; e.g., the 
other New York City banks have outstanding accept- 
ances of $1,395 billion, while Franklin’s total is a mere 
$22 million (these figures do not reflect the intema- 

75 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 


tionol uunkiiig actlvilies of uumerous branchci and 
agisides uf furviga banks or other Edge Act corpora- 

•’ f -1 1 j u. 

UVAi-» 1/1 i^VTUMl W/AMVUWAW y # jb mj 

\diich lias no in lei national depaatmentj has been 
forced to refer substantial international butincss to 
other New York City banks. By strenglliening Frank- 

llu Vfitii tin. uddud lujuuiuuu Of 

can forge uu uj:^lution which ^vill net only be able to 
compete in the international field, but also in the 
fields of correspondent banking, corporate and persc«ial 
trust service, and municipal finance. The merger will 
permit Federation’s regular customers to have a broad- 
ened range of banking xervire* at the same locations 
and with the officers they know. 

The principal advantage of die merger to Franklin 
is the acquisition of Fcduatlon’s branches which arc 
in some of tlie prime areas of New York City. These 
branches could not feasibly be opened de novo by 
Franklin in tlie foreseeable future because of the ex- 
pense, difficulty in finding available space and prob- 
lems of staffing. Tlie New York City community, how- 
ever, will be better served by having a stronger 
competitor in these locations. 

Of Injpoi lance to the proposed merger is also the 
question of managemerit Botii bonks, for diffior^t 
reasons, have hud difficulty in recruiting lertier penost- 
neL Franklin has liad a growtli more rapid than its 
abillLy lu employ c-T train nfficcTTi; Federation hoc 

t"**^'*^***** i'*** *n*vpnnitinnn nnn littia 

future in the New York City market for a bank of its 
limited resources. At the present time, there Is no 
replacement for Federation’s eTtprnrive vice president, 
who is nearing retirement, despite vigorous efforts to 
recruit from the outride. On the other hand, Federation 
has some management personnel who can fill the needs 
of Franklin: e.g., the manager of Federation’s munici- 
pal bond department who is desired as a replacement 
for the soon-to-retire manager of Franklin’s municipal 
bond department. The larger resulting bank will find 
the recruitment of men necessary to staff and to lead 
a strong bank more feasible than they do separately. 


It is concluded in the light of tha foregoing analysis 
of the proposed merger that the elimination of com- 

mA'fC kA'KirAArk tViA nrtrtKr>nT\f kfintr^ is wtriiTnQi and 
«... ^ 

the rffect of the merger on the compatitive stnictura 
in the New York City-Long Island area will be con- 
structive. It is also concluded that the henefita to the 

nnnHr tiiill niihrMnti'il Hw- 

ing wc^hed the npplieotion against the statutory cri- 
teria and having determinpd that the mergar is in the 
public interest, it is, therefore, approved. 

May 26, 1967. 

SUMM-AHY Ulf KKyUK'f BY ATtOBO^TfT rtF-NKWAT. 

Franklin National Bank is the eighth largest bank 
in the New York City-T-ong Island (Nassau County 
and Suffolk County) area. As of S^tember 20, 1966, 
it had assets of $1,790,377,000, deposits of $1,575,089,- 
000 and loans of $990,584,000. It operates 66 offices; 
its head office and 55 of its branches are in l/mg 
Island and it has 10 branches in New York City. 
Since 1949 it has acquired 13 other area banks. Fed- 
eration Bank & Trust Go. is the 15th largest bank in 
the area, and, as of September 20, 1966, it had assets 
of $288,194,000, deperit? of $245,660,000, and loans 
of $153,861,000. It opcintes 13 nfficae, nil of whkh 
are in New York Caty, and has participated in one 
prior merger. Tlie lueiging banks each c^cr the same 

guuuiui lUligU ^ UUIJUIIUI tjeiA tiairt MKT 

ices. Franklin has 2.6 percent of total deposits in the 
area and 2.6 percertt of loans, while Federation has 
0,5 perceiil and 0.4 peicent of deposits and loam, 
respectively. 

The proposed merger would not substantially af- 
fect the level of concentration in commercial banking 
in the New York City-Long Island area. It would, 
however, eliminate existing competition between 
Franklin and Federation which presently provide s^- 
nificant alternative sources of credit for medium- and 
small-sized customers. 


« 


« * 
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First Na tional Bank op Pakagoui.i>, PARAOfjiri.D, Ari?., antj NATtO.NAi, Bank up CuMMKKfjp. op PAKAfuiui.n^ 

Paragould, Ark. 


Nami of bank and type of transaction 


First National BanV of ParagoiiW; ParagouW, Arlt. (ISliiS), with 

and National Bank cf Commerce Paragould, Paragould, Ark. (10004), 

which had 

merged June 30, 1967, undor charter of the latter bank (10004) and title 
“First National Bank of Commerce.” The merged bzmk at date of merger 
had 


Banking offices 


Total assets 

In 

To be 

$10,039,408 

10,485, 306 

20,517,714 |. 

operation 

1 

operated 

2 



3 




gomptroller’s decision 

On September 24, 1966, the First National Bank 
and the National Bank of Commerce, both of Para- 
gould. Ark., applied to the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter of the latter smd with the title of “First Na- 
tional Bank of Commerce.’* 

Tlie merging banks are located in Paragould, the 
county seat of Greene County. Paragould is situated 
in the northeastern part of the State, approximately 
140 miles northeast of Little Rock, 75 miles north- 
west of Memphis, Tenn., and 9 miles west of the 
Missouri State line. The 1960 populations of Greene 
County and Paragould were 28,190 smd 9,947, re- 
spectively. The service areas of both banks are co- 
extensive, reaching a considerable distance beyond the 
city limits of Paragould, and containing a population 
of approximately 100,000. 

The economy of tbp bap Vs’ arpj\ i« rbanging Wbilp 
agricultiim is still the principal source of income, sub- 
stantial industrinl development bps made a sigrificitnt 
con4rihtrtir/n. The seven main industries in Paragfmld 
employ 2,000 persons ajid 15 w nailer con (pai lies cin- 
ploy up to 50 peisous eacdi. Hie agiiculLuie of tlie 
area is undergoing changes, as the smaller farms are 

u: j A- r 1 - . 1 t -T * 1 

IV/Aiil lilULdlOAlUiCLI 

units. The 2drcady significant leside/itlal comUucliuu 
in the area is increasing. 

Tlie First National Bank, with IPG deposits of $9 
million, has been in existence since 1889. Its financial 
history has been satisfactory and its asset condition is 
sound. While its growth has kept pace with the de- 
veloping economy of die area, the bank has concen- 
trated its activity in the installment and consumer 
lending fields. Its b ank i ng house is modem and spa- 
cious. The First National Rank, however, is faced "wdth 
a management surression problem as its chief execu 


tive is nearing retirement; there are no younger men 
in the bank capable of assuming command. 

The National Bank of Commerce, with IPG de- 
posits of $8.7 million, was established in 1901 as a 
State bank and converted to a National association 
in 1911. It maintains its office across the street from 
the main office of the First National Bank and oper- 
ates a diive-in branch one block west. The bank con- 
centrates its activities in the agricultural lending field. 
Although it has trust powers, its crowded and con- 
gested facilities have not permitted it to operate an 
active trust department or to offer the degree of service 
it desires. Over the years, however, its growth rate 
has been commensurate with that of the economy in 
the area in which it operates and its asset condition 
has been sound. With a good pension and retirement 
plan, the bank has been able to attract and keep a 
number of capable, young luauagemeut peisonnel. 

While the main offices of the two banks are situated 
across the street fi\>m cadi other ^Lnd serve (lie &duic 
general area, they compete willi 2*1 uliicr uouuiicrcxal 
banks in and around Faragouldi Of Uus number, the 
merging banks raiLk sixth and sevenlli in size, and 
they hold percent and 9,7 iieiveiU of loans and 
deposits, respectively. Within the city of Paragould, 
the Sficurity Rank provides the major competition for 

tb»» TYl*»rmTiflr bavilrc Tbrninrh R«»^riTnty B Tnlr tc 

mately the same sire as each of the merging banks, its 
$100,000 lendii^ limit gives it a competitive advan- 
tage over the merging banks. The Citizens Bank at 
Jonesboro, although 19 miles away, is a tignificant 
competitor for much of the business generated in the 
area between the two cities. The Citizens Bank of 
Jonesboro and the Security Bank are commonly owned 
and dosely assodated in operations. These two banks 
together hold 19 percent of loans and deposits in the 
service ai'ea or twice llie total amounts held by the 
meiging banks. Otlier Jone^iu banks compete to 
some extent with tlie muging banks, paitlculaily fur 
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ciurto»M<^il! living in l.lie arna hprf.wftfin Jonftshfrro and 
Piiraguuld. Savings and kian asscin'at.ifim, inxtiranrA 
coTiijjaiiies, liiiaiicei companies, ajiil rrilier fmandal 
insliUUions iti llie. arfia adoiil son in rf»rnpft1.rl.ifm for 
the merging banks. 

Tliere is slixHig e.vide.iicH of nefsl for a larger hank 
in ParaguuU lu keep pace whh the reoernt imprewing 
gixiwili lietid ill iKilb agi ir.uUiiie and industry. Neither 
of llie. participalirig Iwilw is presen 1.1 y of siilTicient 
si3!e lo i»perale cfGcicnl installmen I. loan and trust 
departments. The resulting bank, with its greater re- 
sources and larger capital base, will be in a better posi- 
tion to develop an agricultural loan department and 
generally to provide better service, to the people of 
Paragoiild and elsewhere in the bank’s service area. 
Also, tbe merger will permit the t.nist powers presently 
possessed by the National Bank of Commerce to be 
exercised in the facilities of the First National Bank 
when the banks combine. 

Consummation of this proposal will not have any 
significant adverse effect on competition in the Para- 
gould trade area. Because the services presently being 
offered by the participating banks are more comple- 
mentary than competitive, their union will not depnve 
the residents of a meaningful banking alternative. 
Whereas the National Bank of Commerce concen- 
trates on real estate loans, commercial and industrial 
loans, automobile loans, and loans to farmers, the First 
National Ba.nk stre-sses personal loans, single-payment 
loans and loans on appliances and equipment. The 
number and dollar amounts of common customers 
and shareholders are not significant. 

This merger vnll redound to the public interest by 
providing a more effective mmpetitor for the Seeiinty 
Bank. With two banks in Paragould having nearly 


equal lending liiuks, the reslilenls desiring larger Icians 
will have two meaningful allernalive sources. Tile iii- 
ereased size of the resulting bank will enable it to 
compete luore efferlively wrlh the Icuiks >in Juneslioru. 

It is concluded in the light of the foregoing diat 
any adverse competitive effects which may result froui 
the merger are outweighed by the benefits to the 
public convenience and needs. Tlaving weighed (he 
apfillcatlon against, the statu lew y critHrla and having 
determined that, the merger Is in the public interest, 
it is, therefore, approved. 

March 23, 1967, 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNRV ORNRRAI. 

The National Dank of Commerce (liereinaltei tlie 
Charter Dank), tlie largest of tlu^e coiiuiiercial banks 
in Paragould, Aik. ($10.4 million in deposits), pro- 
poses to merge First National Dank (hereinafter tlie 
Merging Bank), the second largest with $9.7 million 
in total deposits. 

Within the dty of PaiagoulJ tlie applicant banks 
compete with the Security Dank, tlie only otlicr com- 
mercial bank. As of December 31, 19G5, the tluee banks 
in Paragould appeared to be of compmable size. De- 
posits of the Paragould Security Bank, however, in- 
clude those of the Marmaduke Security Dank In 
Marmaduke, Aik. When such deposits are excluded 
from the totals, tlic merging banks would appeal to 
hold about 50 percent of total IPG demand deposits 
(and of total deposits also), of all Greene County, 
Ark., banks. 

The proposed merger would eliminate substantial 
competition between Uie meigiiig banks, and v/ould 
increase concentration to Uie point of near monopoly 
in the resulting bank. 


Union Bank & Trust Go. of Amfjja, Amei.ta Court House, Va., and The Fideuty National Bank, 

Lynchburg, Va. 


Nam of bank and type of transaction 


Union Bank & Trust Co. of Amelia, Amelia Court House, Va., with 

and Hie Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg, Va. (1522), which had 

merged June 30, 1967, under charter and tide of the latter bank (1522). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


Banking offices 


Total assets 

In 

To be 


operation 

operated 

$5, 672, 033 
145, 549, 695 

151, 221,038 

1 


21 


22 
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comptoollrr’s decision 

On January 30, 1967, the Union Bank & Trust Co. 
of Amelia, Amelia Court House, Va., a bank having 
IPG deposits of $4.7 million, and Tlie Fidelity Na- 
tional Bank, Lynchburg, Va., a bank having IPG de- 
posits of $120.3 million, applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to meige under the 
charter of and with the title of the latter. 

Lynchburg, home office of the charter bank, is a 
city of 55,000 inhabitants. It has experienced rapid 
industrial growth in recent years, particularly through 
the location and expansion of national concerns. 

Amelia Court TTouse is a lown of some ROO |ien<ons, 
located some 79 miles ea-st. J.ynchbmg. Situated 
in the midst of agricnltiii'ally oi-iented Amelia County, 
the town caters to the needs of the cnunt/s 8,000 
inhahrtants and has little industry to .«nipport it 
other than farming, two Inmher plants, sawmills, and 
a textile mill. Many people in the conrrty find employ- 
ment in neighboring counties, in RichmoTKl and in 
Petersburg However, the per capita inccone remains 
below the State asreragf: and .56 percent cd the laborers 
of the county have income of less than $3,000 a year. 

The meiging hank. Union Bank & Trust Co. of 
Amelia, is the only bank in the county. Its ultracon- 
servatlve lending policy lias resulted in a loss of busi- 
ness doe to its Inability to seivice- the credit renulie- 
ments of the local liiiiiljer companies, the tliree local 
auto dealers who presently use liiiaiicH companies, and 
the farmers and small bnsi nesses surrcmnding the 
community. 

Union Bank & Tnist operates as a unit bank. It 
recently experienced a serious management problem 
due to the retirement and resignation of two senior 
officials, one of whom supervised the trust activities 
of the bank. Although several applicants have been 
interviewed recently, none have been found willing to 
work for a small bank in a rural community. 

While the meiging bank is the only bank in Amelia 
County, it is surrounded by four branches of the Vir- 
ginia National Bank and also receives heavy competi- 
tion from the Bank of Powhatan, located in adjacent 
Powhatan County. 

The meiger will in no way eliminate any competition 
since Fidelity National’s closest branch is some 23 
miles away. On the conliaiy, it is quite clear that the 
merger will cuie Union’s pressing management prob- 
lem and, by so doing, will better enable it to compete 


effectively with the banks presently seeking business in 
its service area. In addition, Fidelity will be strength- 
ened, through an increase in its lending limit and re- 
sources, which will enable it to provide a greater range 
of service in the Lynchbuig area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
meiger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

May 31, 1967. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Fidelity National Bank (“Fidelity”) operates 21 
office in T.yiidrliiirg and in seven counties: 10 of its 
office are located in the iiiHuediale Lyndiburg vicin- 
ity, and the rernainirig 11 are locatwl in 10 towns froin 
12 to 85 miles freni the main ofMCc. The counties in 
which it 0{.ierates are Ain.lienjii, Appoinatlox, Camp- 
bell, Halifax, laiiieiiburg, Mei;klenlmig, and Notto- 
way. Fidelity pnqxises to merge with Union Bank & 
Trust Co. of Amelia (“Union Bank”) wliich is tlie 
only commercial bank in Amelia County. 

Tliere afipeai-s to be veiy little direct CiMiijjefilioii 
between Fidelity and Union Bank. Their head offices 
are 79 miles apart; Fidelity’s closest bimich is lo- 
cated in Blackstone^ aliont 22 miles .southwest of 
Amelia Court TTonse in adjacent Nottoway County. 
The two hanks have only one common depositofr. 

Fidelity i.s the dominant conrmercial hank in the 
area where it oyierales. It is the largest, bank having ils 
head olficK in T.ynchiburg; and it Is ihe only bank in 
Amherst, Halifax, and Lunenburg counties. Over all, 
it has 54 percent of the IPC demand deposits in Lynch- 
burg and tiiG seven counties in which it docs business. 
Tlius tlie effect of llie meiger would be lo extend Fi- 
delity’s doiniiiaiice into one additional adjoining 
county. 

The competitive situation is to a considerable ex- 
tent governed by the peculiarities of Virginia branch 
banking law — ^which permits (i) de novo branching 
into counties adjacent to the place where a bank has 
its head office and (ii) statewide branch hanking by 
meiger. This law would prevent Fidelity from enter- 
ing Amelia County by de novo branching (although 
it would not prevent Union Bank from entering Notto- 
way County by this method) ; thti.s Fidelity cannot be 
regarded a.s a potential enTti'ant intfi Amelia County 
except by merger. 
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The Racine Home Bank, Racine, Ohio, and The First National Bank of Racine, Racine, Ohio 




Banking offices 

^fame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Raeine Home Bank, Racine, Ohio, with 

$1, 724,497 

1, 760, 825 

3, 510, 267 

1 


and The First National Bank of Racine, Racine, Ohio (9815), which had. . . . 
merged July 15, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (9815) and title of “The 
Racine Home National Bank.’* The merged bank at date of merger had. . . . 

1 


1 



comptroller’s decision 

On March 23, 1967, The Racine Home Bank, 
Racine, Ohio, with IPG deposits of $1.4 million, and 
The First National Bank of Racine, Racine, Ohio, with 
IPG deposits of $1.4 million, applied to the Gomp- 
troller of the Gurrency for permission to merge under 
the charter of the latter and with the title of “The 
Racine Home National Bank.” 

Both institutions are located in the residential com- 
munity of Racine, Meigs Gounty, Ohio. Racine has a 
population of 500 persons and serves an additional 
1,800 persons who reside in its immediate trade area. 
Meigs Gounty has been designated as a depressed area 
by the U.S. Department of Gommerce, Economic De- 
velopment Administration. The population of the 
county has decreased since 1900; in fact, it is one of 
the few counties in Ohio sliowing a population decline 
between 1950 and 1960. The economy of the area is 
primarily agricultural although some business develop- 
ment exists. 

Each bank is a single-unit institution established in 
1910, and each has displayed slow but steady growth 
over the past 10 years. During that time total resources 
for the charter bank have shown an increase of 52 per- 
cent and 24 percent for the merging bank. Deposits and 
loans have increased 57 and 58 percent, respectively, 
for the charter bank and 25 and 120 percent for the 
merging bank. It would appear, however, that these 
two banks have reached the peak of their independent 
growth. 

Neither bank has been able to serve effectively the 
convenience and needs of Racine. Their lending limit 
of $11,000 has proved to be inadequate to meet the 
credit needs of the area’s primarily agricultural 
economy. The individual banks are prohibited from 
making loans in an amount required by the farmers for 
the acquisition of additional land, improvements of 
property, the construction of new buildings and silos, 
and the acquisition of any significant amount of farm 
machinery. In addition, each of the banks involved 
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in the merger is faced with a management succession 
problem which cannot be alleviated from its present 
management staflF, nor does it appear that the bank 
will be able to attract quztlified replacements. 

Since the charter and merging banks are the only 
banks in Racine, consummation of this proposal will, 
by eliminating one, deny the residents a local bank- 
ing alternative and eliminate whatever slight com- 
petition now exists between them. The resulting bank 
will, however, be in a better position to meet the aggres- 
sive competition deriving from the $6.2 million Gitizens 
National Bank in Middleport, tiie $8.4 million 
Pomeroy National Bank in Pomeroy, and the $7 mil- 
lion Farmers B 2 ink & Savings Go. in Pomeroy, than 
can the particip 2 ints severally. 

Glearly outweighing the slight 2 tnticompetitive im- 
pact of this proposal are the obvious benefits to the 
residents of the Racine community. The larger size of 
the resulting bank will permit it to meet more of the 
credit needs of the local farmers and give it a broader 
earning base. The union of the two institutions will, 
by combining the respective staffs, resolve the impend- 
ing management problems. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
proposal is in the public interest, and the application 
is, therefore, approved. 

June 9, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Racine Bank and The First National Bank of 
Racine are the only banks in the town of Racine, Ohio 
(population 500). The economic base of the area is 
basically agricultural, and the county (Meigs Gounty) 
has been designated a depressed area. There are three 
other banks in towns located 10 to 15 miles from 
Racine; the smallest of the three is about twice the size 
of the bank resulting from the proposed merger. 

Although the proposed merger will eliminate all 
local banking competition in the town of Racine, First 
National’s market power would appear to be limited 
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by ihe picacuce of Other larger banking institutions 
wiiiiiu Mclga (Jhu/Ay; sudi banks vfwM. hz. penssitiod 
under Ohio law to branch into Racine. 

First National has 7.9 percent of the county’s IPG 
demand deposits, while Racine Bank has 5.4 percent 


of such deposits. The resulting 13.3 percent markrt: 
ohoM for th« merged tank does not seiTU nnreawmahly 
large in view of the small size of the total county 
market (which has only $6.3 million in IPG demand 
deposits). 


First Valley National Bank, Rich Greek, Va., and The First National Bank, Narrows, Va. 


! 


Bankh^ offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction ! 

Total cuets 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First Valley National Bank, Rich Greek, Va. (15139), with 

$5,554,527 

8,575,875 

2 


and The First National Bank, Narrows, Va. (11444), which bad 

consaiidated July 21, 1967, under charter of the fonner bank (15139) and ; 
with tide "The First National Bank.” The consoltdated bank at date of ! 

2 


consolidation had .■ 

14,130,403 


4 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 23, 1967, the First Valley National Bank, 
Rich Creek, Va., a bank having IPG deposits of 
$4.4 million and The First National Bank, Narrows, 
Va., a bank having IPG deposits of $6.8 million, ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission 
to consolidate under the charter of the former and with 
the title of “The First National Bank.” 

The First Valley National Bank has its main office 
in Rich Greek and has established a branch office in 
Pearisbuig. This branch was the third banking office 
to be established in a town of 2,500 persons, creating 
the unusual situation of one banking office per 1,000 
inhabitants with an annual income averaging 15 per- 
cent below that of the rest of Virginia. The First Na- 
tional Bank operates its main office at Narrows, 
siDiated between PearisbiiTg and Rich Greek, and has 
a branch located in Pearisburg. At the present time, 
the bank is ej^riencing a management problem owing 
to the recent retirement of its former president and 
illness of its present president 

Giles County, in which both hanks are located, is a 
small moimtainous county on the western border of 
Viiginia, with a declining peculation of 
17,000. The county is primarily dependent upon agri- 
culture and one large mamifar.tiiring plant operated by 
AmriwM, \tWxh 

mately 2,400 pec'ple. There are five other pkwri* in 
the county cudi of vvhlch employs from 75 to 200 
ptx>|^c. The couid-y is scpiaiAtA by a msgc 

fiuiii Uic rest of the Re«3M>kc-R&dierd Economic 
region, but the degree of isolation may be reduced in 


the near future as a result of major highway improve- 
ments. It is expected that these highways will remedy 
the slow economic development of this county, as well 
as provide a shorter travel time for many who work in 
nearby counties. 

The four principal towns of the county, each with a 
population of less than 2,600, are located in a single 
valley in the center of the county. The merging banks 
have their home offices in two of these towns with their 
branches in the third community of Pearisburg. 

At the present time, there are three banking alterna- 
tives located within the county which are available to 
residents. These are the merging banks with total com- 
bined assets of $13.8 million and two offices of the 
aggressive First National Exchange Bank in Virginia, 
with total resources of $340 million. In addition, com- 
petition is also provided by several banks in nearby 
West Virginia cities and in adjacent Virginia counties. 
The $600 million Virginia National Bank, which has 
offices at Pulaski and Radford, communities approxi- 
mately 25 miles from die merging bank, actively solicits 
commercial banking business in Giles County. Several 
banks in West Virginia coiiimuiiities have traditionally 
received business frum residents of this county because 
of Uie broader range of services they offer. 

Consummation of this merger would affiliate the 
First National Bank with the First Virginia Ooip., a 
L‘«iA hv^dii^ with 

of appreociinalely $-350 roillion. This consummation 
would solve serious management difficulties nt the First 
Natieazl Bzzzk, tsl well as preserit a nmrp balanred com- 
petitive position ^m-a-v\s the First National F.Ycbange 
Bank. Since the resulting bank will be in a position to 
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offer a broader range of banking services to all seg- 
ments of Giles County, competition will be enhanced 
and the ready availability of services for larger cus- 
tnmnrs ebnnlH fut\irO 

in Giles County. 

While First Virginia Corp. is the fifth loigc^ bank- 
ing association in the State, its acquisition of the assets 
r>f tbp "FirTt "Wol^rkwiol «£ ^TaTTCWS '.vill nCt chsUgS 
its rank among the State’s banking institutions, nor 
will it significantly effect its competitive potential. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

June 14, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed ermsoMdatk^ involves Fi«l Valley 
National Rank (‘‘Valley-”) and the First Natic«*l D»nk 
(“National”). These are two of the three commercial 
banks in Giles County, Va. — a, mountainous, isolated 

» » » 


Boulevard Bank, Sepulveda, Calif., and Santa Clarita National Bank, Newhall, Cauf. 




Bankir^ offices 

JVanw of bank and typt of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Boulevard Bank, Sepulveda, Calif., with 

$5, 212, 690 

5, 396, 124 
9, 676, 555 

j 


was purchased July 24, 1967, by Santa Clazita National Bank, Newhall, 
CaBf. (15547), which had 



After the purchaae was effected, the receiving bank had 


2 


county on the v/cstem Virginia border — ^witli a popu- 
lation of 16,835 in 1964. 

The proposed merger would eliminate direct com- 
the t^v\) huxJU. i1il.Ii lii^ud luu 

about 4 miles apart, with no other bank ofiices in 
betv.'£en; and their respective brandies iu Fdu-isbuig 
are only a blodc apart. 

rnu^ — J - IJ -1-. - 1 .* •• 11 ♦ 

^M.AKJ J¥\i%jU\A CIJL^V 9Ul^t«UAiaauy 111" 

crease concentration in an already luglily cuiiccuLratcd 
banking market. National presently has about 43 per- 
cent of IPG demand deposits in Giles County, and 
Valley has another 25 peraait of sudi deposits. Thus, 
the effect of the merger would be to place over two- 
thirds of such deposits in the hands of the merged 
bank, which would then offer the only banking al- 
ternative to a large Roanoke-based bank. 

The seriousness of these compelhivc effects may be 
amdinrated scenewhat by muuc cumpetlllun from one 
and perhaps more banks located over the border in 
West Virginia, 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 17, 1967, the Santa Clarita National Bank, 
Newhall, Calif., with IPC deposits of $2.9 million, 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to purchase the assets and assume the liabilities 
of the Boulevard Bank, Sepulveda, Calif., which has 
IPG deposits of $3.2 million. 

Boulevard Bank, organized under the laws of the 
State of California, commenced operations in 1963. 
This bank, which has no branch offices, has experienced 
rather normal growth during its 4 years of existence. 

Sepulveda, the home of the Boulevard Bank, is lo- 
cated in the San Fernando Valley about 22 miles iiordi- 
west of downtown Los Angeles. The service area of 
Boulevard Bank, which includes not only Sepulveda, 
hilt also Pancirarna City, is residenliai in nature and 
cestoms a population rstfmafpd at 46,000. Because uf 
its proximity to the suburban community of Panorama 
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City with its large shopping centers and massive hous- 
ing complexes, the growth of Sepulveda is expected to 
be slow. The Sepulveda-Panorama City area contains 
approximately 95 firms which employ 3,300 people. 

Santa Clarita National Bank was chartered in 1965. 
Its sole office is located in Newhall, Calif., which is 
about 30 miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. 
Population of the service area of Santa Clarita Na- 
tional Bank, which includes the small surrounding 
communities of Sangus, Hornby and Pardee, as well as 
Newhall, is estimated at 42,000. This area is primarily 
agricultural at the present time, although residential 
construction is proceeding at a substantial rate. As 
freeways provide ready access into the area from metro- 
politan Los Angeles, many of the residents of Newhall 
commute to T^os Angeles and the San Fernando Valley 
nrra foe cJT-ple<yKient, Tlieis: aic 36 iiuuiufaoUuiiig and 
research facilities in the area. 
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The participating banks are of approximately equal 
size, although Santa Clarita National Bank has been 
in operation less than 2 years and Boulevard Bank 
somewhat over 4. Their offices are approximately 12 
miles apart serving areas which are separated by a 
natural barrier — the sparsely populated Santa Susana 
Mountain territory. Because of this factor, the two 
banks do not directly compete with one another, but 
compete in their respective sendee areas with major 
branch banking offices of the State’s largest banks. In 
addition to commercial banks, competition for deposits 
and loans is furnished by savings and loan associations, 
finance companies, insurance companies, and credit 
unions. Consequently, consummation of the proposed 
purchase would not lessen couipetilion between tlie 
two banks. The effect of this proposal, when consum- 
mated, will enable the Santa Clarita National Bank, 
with a broader deposit base, to compete more effec- 
tively wiUi the larger banks located in the general area. 

Applying the statutory critefia to ti^e pioposed pur- 
chase, we conclude that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

June 22, 1967. 

* 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Santa Clarita National Bank (“Santa Clarita”) 
proposes to acquire the Boulevard Bank (“Boule^ 
vard”). Both are newly chartered unit banks. 

The two banks are located in separate communities 
in Los Angeles Coxmty, Calif. Sepulveda (location of 
Boulevard Bank) is a predominantly residential area of 
approximately 5 square miles, with a population of 
45,900. The Newhall-Saugus area (approximate pop- 
ulation 46,500), in which Santa Clarita is located, is 
an unincorporated predominantly agricultural area of 
approximately 57 square miles of level land. The two 
communities are separated by the San Gabriel Moun- 
tain Range, a natural barrier, and are about 12 miles 
apart by road. 

The acquisition would not significantly affect the 
high degree of banking concentration in the Ix>s An- 
geles area, of which the applicant banks comprise a 
negligible portion; and Uiere would appear to be little 
direct competition between the merging banks. There- 
fore, we believe that the proposed acquisition will 
probably not have any adverse competitive effect. 

* 


The Bank of Mount Gilead, Mount Gilead, N.G., and Southern National Bank of North Carolina, 

Lumberton, N.G. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The Bank of Mount Gilead, Mount Gilead, N.C., with 

and Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.C. (10610), 

which had 

merged July 24, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (10610). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$3, 096, 014 
106, 034, 448 
109, 130, 462 


1 


31 


32 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 17, 1967, The Bank of Mount Gilead, 
Mount Gilead, N.G., with IPG deposits of $2.4 million, 
and the Southern National Bank of North Carolina, 
Lumberton, N.G., with IPG deposits of $79.3 million, 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter of and with the 
title of the latter. 

Mount Gilead, witii a population of approximately 
1,300, is located in south-central Norlli Cai'olina ap- 
proximately 40 miles east of Gliariotte. Six medium- 
size manufacturing concerns aie located In llie town 
and consi ilule Us piinclpal economic base. Kigidy pre*- 


ductive farms in the surrounding coxmtryside also make 
a substantial contribution to the area economy. Though 
Mount Gilead has experienced no population growth 
in the past decade, its well diveraified economic base 
augurs favorably for the future of the community. 

The merging bank has not been meeting the needs 
of its coirammity at the present time; the bank’s loans 
are only 37 percent of its total assets. The relatively 
low lending limit precludes the bank from serving the 
commercial and large agricultural loan demands of 
the area. Its senior management is elderly and there 
has not been a management development program to 
pixtvide tepliiremertts. Tlie hank may be rharacterized 
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fa n jmmllj mf^l harvlc in+r.rrsted cmly in 

serving small customers. 

Lumhcrton, head nflirr, of the r^nr+rr h«nlf, i* situ- 
ated nj^mximatrly 70 rmit^ snnfhcASt rrf 
Gilead. The city, estimated at 20,000 citizens, has ex- 
perienced a 2.‘>-pcrrmt. pr^ulaticn growth in the pas* 
7 years. This grrwrth has hf,rn sustained hy the. f/ms- 
pfxous agrieultiiral region, with its attendant food- 
processing facilities, which siirmunds the city. Tn 
addition, lumbering, tobacco, and textile manufac- 
turing provide income in this area. 

The charter hank operates o»ffiees in 10 re/irrtrrtmi- 
tics in the south-central section of North Carolina. 
Though it is the seventh largest bank in the State, 
it holds only 2 percent of the State’s banking assets. 
Aggressive mneketing f<f expanded services and a num- 
ber of small meigers have been responsible for its 
rapid growth in recent years. Among the new services 
the charter bank will offer in Mount Gilead will be 
full trust and data processing services, as well as the 
availability of a farm and forestry counseling depart- 
ment. The charter bank also has an active manage- 
ment development program, which would remedy the 
impending management succession problems of the 
merging bank. Most important, the charter bank 
would bring to the Moimt Gilead community and its 
manufacturing enterprises a lending limit approxi- 
mately 12 times greater than that of the present Mount 
Gilead bank. 

There appears to be little, if any, competition be- 
tween the two institutions due to the distance — 26 
miles — between the nearest branch of the charter bank 
and the Mount Gilead bank. Tlie merging bank re- 
ceives loeal ccorpetilion pilnia/ily fiOiu a uiudi lucal 
DCcdrgS laA loc^ Tliu maiiufacluilng cuii- 

cems, located in Mount Gilead, bunk primaiily witli 
the large statewide iiudllulluns ui Nurlli Gandiiia. 


TliCie aie ikix ofSces of ixuiiptiiiig ba'ik]i loCdied wltluil 
15 miles of Mount Gilead. It appears that this merger 
wiH bring full baiduiig mu vices, aggressively marketed, 
to ail cuttvtLuenf ^jrd pdeiiUai cutlMsiers iu ike Mouut 
Gilead area. 

The cumpetlUve piwitiun uf Uie duuiei' bank wlU 
reui^.ii> brfbkdHy unchHirged as a les'jil cf Uic merger. 
The Incieaye In Its size will be minimal; Its eiiUy 
into Moimt Gilead will produce a mure Ireallhy bank* 
ing climate in that area. 

Applying tlie statutory aiteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude dial It Is in lire pidfilc liileresl, 
and tire application, tlierefure, is approved. 

June 23, 1967. 

!!njMMAKY UK HEKUKr- UY ATi'UKnKY UUNlTKAn 

Southern National Bank, which operates 31 offices 
in central North Carolina, proposes to acquire the 
Bank of Mount Gilead, which is the only bank located 
in Mount Gilead, N.C. (population 1,300), in the 
south-central portion of the State. 

Five other relatively small banks (whose total assets 
range between $3 and $10 million) are listed as being 
in competition with the Mount Gilead bank; they are 
from 11 to 19 miles away. 

It seems clear that there is relatively little direct 
competition between the merging banks; the closest 
office of Southern National is in Rockingham, about 26 
miles southeast of Moimt Gilead. 

North Carolina law permits statewide branch bank- 
ing and thus Southern National would be permitted to 
expand in this manner into Mount Gilead. Tt may 
well he nnrealistir tn a«nme^ however^ that the small 
mniTniTnit^r nf A/Tnnnt Gil“^d PO«r gitppnrt twio 

bankfi. Therefore, the merger would not appear to 
irrvblve signifirant loss of potentia] fc/ropetitiflfn. 


« « « 


The FiRjfT National Bank ok SruoKKOKT, Siookkort, Ohio, ano The First National Bank or 
McGonnelsvilue, McGonnelsvillb, Ohio 




Banking offices 

Xame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

E'irjrt' NflfifYnflII H^filr t}f i^Arf wffh ! 

\ $1,087,682 i 

5,974^752 

7,062,434 

1 


and The First Nationai Bank of McConnel^Ue, McOonnelsvUle, Ohio (46), 

which had , 



merged July 31, 1%7, undo* char^ and title of the latter bank (46). The 
merged bank at date c£ merger had 


2 
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comptroller’s decision 


On April 6, 1967, The First National Bank of Stock- 
port, Stockport, Ohio, with IPG deposits of $770,000, 
and The First National Bank of McGonnelsville, 
McGonnelsville, Ohio, with IPG deposits of $4 million, 
filed an application to mei^e under the charter of the 
latter and with the title of “First National Bank, 
McGonnelsville, Ohio.” 

The charter bank was organized in 1863 and op- 
erates as a unit bank in McGonnelsville, the seat of 
Moi^gan Gounty. Morgan Gounty is located in south- 
eastern Ohio approximately 30 miles from the Ohio 
River, and has a population estimated at 20,000, about 
2,300 whom live In McCuiuidsvHle. The service 
area c4 the charter bank is mainly devoted to agricul- 
t\!r? but in recent years a number' uf small iiidusUies 
have provided additional support to the economy. 

The merging bank was organized in 1933, and op- 
erates as a oiut bank. It Is the only financial Institulluu 
in Stockport, a village witli a pupulatiun of some 500 
located abenzt 10 miles ava^ di McQonnelsvIBe, In 
Morgan Gouniy. The service area of Uiis bank lias no 
significant industrial development. Most of toe resi- 
dents are either engaged in agricultural activity or 
commute to work in neighboring communities. 

No significant competition exists between the merg- 
ing banks. The addition of the resources of the merging 
bank to those of the charter bank will only slighdy 
increase the resulting hank’s share of total county 
assets and the resulting hank Mdll continue to face 

stmunr rnmn^fifirkn frram ThA fliFi'TAn® Donlr 


McGonnelsville, Ohio, with resources of $6,6 million, 
and The Malta National Bank, located across the 


» r -1 •_ -.1. T» • 


sources of $2.1 million. 


The merger will enable the resulting bank to offer 
improved service to the public in the Stockport area 
by expandii^ the lending limit oi the merging bank 
and assuring it of management continuity. Internal 
economies and improved efficiency are expected from 
the centralization of bookkeeping functions at 
McGonnelsville. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest. 
The application, therefore, is approved. 

June 13, 1967. 


SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger involves two very small hanks 
in a largely rural county in southeastom Ohic — ^namely, 
The First National Bank of MeConnelsviUft and The 
First National Bank of Stockport. 

The offices of the two merging institutions arc 10 
miles apart and^ except for a second hank in MeTJon- 
nnlsvilln, thftre are no other bonks in the intervening 
area In the rimimstaucw, the pTr^iOsed mergPT vinll 
inevitably eliminate a certain amount of comperitron 
between the two banks, particularly for the busi- 
ness of persons who live in Stockport and work in 
McGonnelsville. 

The merger will also significantly increase concen- 
tration in Morgan Gounty, while reducing the number 
of banking alternatives from five to four. The Mo- 
Gormelsville and Stockport banks now hold 37 and 6 
percent of the count/s IPC Ueixiaiid depuslls, respec- 
tively ; dius tlie merging barA wuidd hold 43 peiv^ut of 


Tlie slgiililcance of this liigh coiiceulralion ratio may 
be reduced somewhat by (a) ih** distaucc between the 


ttAtSfVA^ am 

at the Stockport bank. 


I vii.v9 Avniin«^ics 


* * 


* 


Thr Fiukt Nationai. Bank op Hasi’inos, TTakiings, Pa., anii Thk Fiksv Nationai. Bank op Ebbnsburo, 

Ebensburg, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


The First National Bank of Hastings, Hastings, Pa. ( 1 1227), with. ' 

and The First National Bank of Fbmsbiirg, FbendD^irg, Pa. {5084-). which had . . 
merged Aug. 7, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (5084). The 
merged bank at date of m er ge r had 


Total assets 


$3,019, 139 
25, 131,283 

28, 150, 422 


Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

3 



4 
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comptroller’s decision 

On April 27, 1967, The Fust National Sank of 
Ebcnsborg, EbensbniTg, Pa., and The National 
Bank of Hastings, Hastings, Pa., applied to the Olllce 
of the Gomptrollei- of tlie Cun'ency for pei mission to 
merge under tlie charter and with the title of tlie 
former. 

All the offices of both banks are located in Cambria 
Cotmty, wliidi is in central Peruisylvarua about 70 miles 
east of Pittsburgh. Though Cauduia Guunty lias a 
population of 202,000, the 19G0 census disclosed a 
3-percerjt decline in populatluii Umiiig tlie prior dec- 
ade. Due to tile hilly tenain of tlie county, ihe amumil 
of agiicullure in die aiea is limlled. Must euipluyiueul 
is in coal mines and indusuial enterprises. 

Ebensburg, which is centrally located in Cambria 
County, is tlie county seal. It has a population of 4,100, 
with 5,000 In die smTOuudiiig Uade area, Tlie Ebeiis- 
burg area has shown steady growth during the last 
4 years. The First National Bank of Ebensbuig, with 
IPC depHDsits of $19.5 million, has been growing with 
the area. During tlie present decade, it has acquired 
one branch in Bamesboro, a town 16 miles north with 
fl pr^iilarinn nf ^nfK\ and osie biy 22 ch in Cressc^ 9 
miles east with a population of 2,700. It also has one 
branch in Ehenshnrg and has aj;^roval to open one in 
Park Hills. 

The Borough of Hastings, the home of the merging 
bank, is 15 miles north of F,henRhiirg and has a popu- 
lation of 1,800. The coal indiiRtiy was predominant 
in Hastings until recently when four coal companies 
ceased operations. Since then many workers have found 
employment in Altoona and Johnstown, The merg- 
ing First National Bank of Hastings, with IPC de- 
posits of $2-5 million, has failed to show any significant 
growth during the last decade. Its very conservative 
policies have resulted in a loan to deposit ratio of only 
25 percent. 

Although die Bameshoro branch of the Ebensburg 
bank is 3 miles west of Hastings, there is only a small 

« 


amount of competition between the two. There are 
adequate hanking alternatives in the area. Within 10 
miles of Hasrings are seven banks with nine offices in- 
cluding two offices of the United States National Bank 
in Johnstown which is the largest bank in the region. 
This merger will increase the Ebensburg bank’s share 
of county banking business by a relatively small 
amount. 

This merger will serve the public interest in both 
the Ehenshiirg and Hastings sectors of the coimty. It 
will bring to Hastings a more aggressive banking in- 
.stitiition offering a broader range of convenient serv- 
ices including, hut not limited to, trust and data proc- 
essing .services. It will also enable the Ebensburg bank 
to meet competition from larger banks in Cambria 
and Blair counties. 

Applying the .statutory criteria to the proixKed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

July 6, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Both institutions axe located in Cambria County, an 
area of dcdmiBg pepuiatiosa in nor^icastciu PbiuAyl- 
vania. Ebensburg (population 5,000) is the county 
seat and lies 14 miles to the soulli of Hastings (popula- 
tion 1,700). 

The proposed merger would eliminate existing com- 
petition between Hastings Bank and tlie Bumesburo 
office of Eberdburg Bank, 3 miles to the west of Hast- 
ings, There are, however, two otlicr bonks witli offices 
within 3 miles of Hastings; and seven banks witli nine 
offices within 10 miles of Hastings Bank — including 
two offices of the region’s largest bank. 

The proposed merger would involve only a slight 
increase in concentration in Cambria County. Ebens- 
buig Bank has 10.4 percent and Hastings Bank has 
1.3 percent of total bank deposits in the county. The 
two banks have Il.G percent and 1.6 percent of the 
county’s IPC demand deposits. 

* 


The Mutual Nattonai. Bank of Chiclago, Chicago, Tt.t,., and T,a Sai.te Nationat. Bank, Chicago, III. 


Kame oj hank and type of transaction 


The Mutual National Bank of Chicago, Chicago, 111. (11092), with 

and La Salle National Bank, Chicago, III. (13146), which had 

merged Aug. 14, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (I3I46). 
The merged bank at date of merger had 


Total assets 


$57, 707, 249 
370, 421, 782 

428, 129,031 


Banking offices 


In To be 

operation operated 


1 

1 


1 
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comptroller’s decision 

On May 5, 1967, The Mutual National Bank of 
Chicago, Chicago, 111., with IPC deposits of $67 mil- 
lion, and the La Salle National Bank, Chicago, 111., 
with IPC deposits of $266 million, applied to die 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the latter. 

The city of Chicago, where both La Salle and Mu- 
tual are located, is the major trading center of the 
Midwestern States. The eight-county metropolitan 
trade area of Chicago contains a population of ap- 
proximately 7.3 million, an increase of 7.7 percent 
over the 1960 population. In contrast, Chicago’s pop- 
ulation of 3.5 million has decreased during the period 
due to a major shift in population. The Chicago met- 
ropolitan area, with a strong and diversified economic 
base, operates as a center for transportation, manu- 
facturing, finance, wholesale and retail trade, com- 
munications, and professional services. 

La Salle, the charter bank, was organized in 1927 
under the name “National Builders Bank of Chicago.” 
In 1940, the present name was adopted and the bank 
acquired offices at its present location on La Salle 
Street in the Chicago Loop area. The bank has had a 
favorable financial growth, because of sound lending 
and investment policies, which have enabled it to more 
than double its size during the past 10 years without 
merger or acquisition. 

Mutual, chartered in 1917, is located approximately 
9 miles south of the charter bank. Mutual’s early years 
were marked by steady growth, and, by 1956, it was 
conridered one of the leading banks on Chicago’s 
South Side. Since that time, however, the merging 
bank has suffered a net loss of longstanding depositors, 
who have moved to other parts of the city, because of 
the economic deterioration of die area. 

La Salle National Bank, which offers a full range 
of banking services, is located in the highly competitive 
financial district of Chicago’s Loop area. The charter 
bank competes with, among others, the following Loop 
area banks: the $4.1 billion Continental Illinois Na- 
tional Bank; the $3.9 billion First National Bank of 
Chicago; the $1.4 billion Harris Trust & Savings Bank; 
and the $1.1 billion Northern Trust Co. The result- 
ing bank, with a mere 2.3 percent of the total de- 
posits within the Chicago metropolitan area, would 
not create an imbalance in banking competitiorL La 
Salle also competes for business in areas extending be- 
yond the city, including the immediate metropolitan 
area and a broader regional area encompassing the 


States of Iowa, Illinois, Indiana, Wisconsin, and Mich- 
igan. Each of the merging banks derives only a limited 
amount of business from the other’s trade area. There- 
fore, consummation of the merger would eliminate rel- 
atively little competition between the two banks. 

As a result of the merger, La Salle’s lending limit 
would increase to approximately $2.5 million, a gain 
of $500,000. The laig^ limit of the resultant bank will 
enable it to be more responsive to the larger loan ap- 
plications, which it is presently unable to service. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will eliminate 
the problems created by the diversity of interests and 
investment objectives of Mutual’s principal share- 
holders. Further, it should resolve the serious problem 
of bank deposit outflow caused by the economic decline 
in Mutual’s trade area. The resulting bank’s larger 
staff would provide a full range of specialized services, 
including EDP accounting, to the larger commercial 
and trust department customers of Mutual. 

Although the proposed merger would eliminate a 
unit bank by reason of the State of Illinois’ prohibition 
on branch banking, those residents of Mutual’s trade 
area who prefer to conduct their banking locally would 
continue to be served by some 12 commercial banks, 
including the $120 million Chicago City Bank & Trust 
Co. and $62 million South East National Bank of 
Chicago, and savings and loan associations in the 
trade area. Furthermore, an application has been filed 
to establish a banking institution at Mutual’s present 
location which will provide an additional banking 
facility for the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

July 14, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The offices of La Salle and Mutual are approxi- 
mately 9 miles distant from each other in different 
sections of Chicago, with many other banks in the 
intervening area. Also, data in the application on the 
geographic derivation of loans and deposits suggests 
that each bank derives only limited amounts of busi- 
ness from the other’s predominant service areas. There- 
fore, the proposed merger would appear to eliminate 
relatively little direct competition between the two 
banks. 

Since Illinois’ prohibition on branch banking makes 
it necessary to close mutual’s office upon consummation 
of the merger, the South Side neighborhood currently 
served by it would necessarily lose a competitive bank- 
ing outlet. Seven banks will still be available in the 
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area; and, in addition, as noted in the ! 4 >plication, a 
new gioup luui already made application to the State 
banking auUiuiitIt£ lu open a new bank in the premises 
to be vacated by Mirtoal Ehonld the mer g e r be 
approved. 

The parties to the merger have quite small shares 
of tlie Cliicago market La Salle has about L5 percent 
of the $6.5 biHiuii ni UAai IFC demand depjvU lidd 
by the 184 bauk» lu Guuk Cuuiiiy, IlL (in wliivli Cm* 
cago is located) ; the merger with Mutual would add 


another 0.3 percent to it.t share. The market shares 
arc only very slightly Imvcr, if expressed in terms of 
shares of the $7 hillinn in totnl TPC demnnd dfqxiritE 
in the whole Chicago Standard Mctrr^olitan Area. 
Use of the city of Chicago alone as the relevant mar- 
ket would increase these shares somewhaL 

In view of the. distance of the applicant hanks from 
each <4l'<r, and thrir sr/vfdl nwiirkrt .shfMV.s, v#r rr/Rr.lnde 

.l-.i a1 ...J - - - 

mrti. me- VH me: |>it(£iii.'w.ii iiii.i^.i ifii 

among commercial banks would be slight. 

« 


Saddleback National Bank, Tustin, Oalip., and First Nationat. Bank of San Dteco, San Diroo, Caltp. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Saddleback National Bank, Tustin, Calif. (15336), with 

and First National Bank of San Di^o, San I^^o, Calif. (9050). which bad . . 
merged Aug. 17, 1%7, under charttt of the latter bank (3050) and title of 
“Southern California First National Bank.** The merg^ bank at date of 
merger had 


ToUd assets 


$15,417,559 

412,678,910 

428, 096, 469 


Banking offices 

In 

operatum 

To be 
operated 

32 



33 



comptroller's decision 

On April 7, 1967, First National Bank of San Diego, 
San Diego, Calif., applied to the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge with 
Saddleback National Bank, Tustin, Calif., and Hunt- 
ington Valley Bank, Huntington Beach, Calif., under 
the charter of First National Bank of San Diego and 
with the title ^^Southem Galifomia First National 
Bank.” 

San Diego, with a population of 683,000, has been 
one of the fastest growing cities in the country. Its 
economy is primarily based on manufacturing, mili- 
tary payrolls, tourism, and agriculture. More than 800 
manufacturing companies are located in San Diego 
County and are concentrated primarily in the follow- 
ing industries: food processing, printing and publish- 
ing, electrical and nonelectrical machinery, shipbuild- 
ii^, fabricated metals, and wearing apparel. The im- 
portance of the San Diego military installations is 
illustrated by the fact that San Di^ has the greatest 
concentration of military personnel of any area in the 
counties Sind that apprwdmately 35 perrent of the. total 
population depends directly upon military activities. 
Expenditures for military construction now average 
about $20 million annually, and the Navy Department 
estimates that hs lolai jiayroH to niilitAiy personnel 
based in tlie county exceeds '^K)0 lulllion ariiuially, 


with 80 percent of this sum spent in the county. Tour- 
ism is also a major industry; a daily average of 78,082 
visitors to San Diego spent an estimated $676 million 
during 1965. Although San Diego has become increas- 
ingly urbanized, the value of agricultural production 
has maintained a rising trend with an increase of 75 
percent from 1950. With a diversity of high-income, 
high-yield crops which include tomatoes, oranges, 
avocados, and rare nursery stock, San Diego County 
ranked among the top 20 counties in the Nation in the 
value of agricultural production in 1965. 

Economic prospects for the San Diego area are 
favorable. Projections of the San Diego City Council 
estimate a growth rate between 1960 and 1980 of 74 
percent The employment structure is in the process of 
diange from primarily agricultural and aircraft em- 
ployment to a greater proportion of employment in 
service industries, particularly those associated with 
tourism and scientific research. The five largest em- 
ployment categories in 1985 are expected to be govern- 
ment, services, retail trade, manufacturing, and 
construction. A liiglily developed educational and re- 
scar di cuiiipicA is a fuilliei indication llial tlie Sau 
Diego area will be able to keep abreast of tlic increas- 
ing demands of modem industry. 

The Iwu iiieigiiig banks are located in Orange 
Ctiufrty, wljidi ailjiiiris Shii Diego Qsimly oo its nOtlli- 
west boundary. Orange County, which is tlie most 
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raniHly gmwing laige co\inty in the Nation, ranks ISth 
in pnpiilatinn am<M>g all counties in the country. Once 
agricultural, the county’s economy has developed a 
large diversified industrial base M<hich accounts for the 
second highest manufacturing employment in Cali- 
fornia. Between 1%0 and 1964, 424 ne\v manufactur- 
ing firms were established in the county. The 10 
large.st en^loyers in the co\mty have over 49,000 em- 
ployees, and there are more than 179 major industrial 
firms, each with 100 or more employees. Taxable re- 
tail .sales exceed billion, to>-irists and visitors spend 
more, than million, mineral production exceeds 
$100 million, and agricultural production amounts to 
approximately $90 million. It has been predicted that 
the population of Orange County will reach 2.280 mil- 
lion hy 19R0, an increase of 90 percent over the present 
population. Tf this growth follows the pattern of the 
past, the increased population will be characterized by 
relatively high home valuation? and an unusually high 
proportion of high-inrome families with education 
above the national average. 

Tnsrin i.? located miles from San Diego and has 
a peculation of 1 1,000. Though one of the oldest com- 
munitie.? in Orange. County, it has only recently ex- 
perienced population growth. Primarily a residential 
town, Tustin has a median home valuation of $17,600, 
and two adjacent unincorporated areas have median 
home valuations of $25,^0 and $29,300. Approxi- 
mately one-half of the heads of households in the 
service area are in the high-inccroe categories either 
of the pmfes.sions, including engineers and scientists, 
or as managers and pn^rietors of service establidi- 
me.nt.?. Tt is estimated that population growth will be 
rapid in the future, owing to the development of the 
nearby University of Galifomia Irvine Campus. The 
Irvine Industrial Park, which borders Tustin on the 
south, eventually will be a major industrial complex 
of 2,600 acres specializing in research facilities and 
related manufacturing. It is expected that wage levds 
will be high. 

Huntington Beach, with its population of 86,000, 
and the neighboring city of Fountain Valley, a com- 
munity of 17,000, which the Huntington Valley Bank 
also serves, are located on flat land extending inland 
from the Pacific Ocean. This land was oi%inally de- 
voted to farms and oilfields, but it now is being used 
increaringly for re^dential development. Located 88.5 
miles from San Diego, 35 miles from Los Angeles, and 
12 miles from Tu.stin, the Huntington Beach-Fountain 
Valley area expects extensive future expansion; a litde 
more than one-half of its total acreage is now devel- 
oped. The major industrial development in Hunting- 


ton Beach ia the Doi^las Space Systems Genta* wliidi, 
\vhen completed in 1970, will contain 17 imildiiigs and 
represent an investment of $75 million. Hie Iluuling- 
ton Beach oil fidd continues to be the second largest 
producing field in California. Southern Galifonila 
Edicon hno a 900,000-kilowatt steamplant in tlic cHy. 
While the past few years have brought spectacular 
growth to this area, the future promises contuiued 
economic progress. 

The charter bank, organized in 1883, has total re- 
Eources of $393 million and 31 branches, all in San 
Diego County. It competes dircedy with San Diego 
County offices of the muldbillion-dollar Bank of 
Ammca (50 branches). Security First National (33 
branches), and United California Bank (3 branches). 
It also competes with the San Di^ branch of the 
$1.63 billion Union Bank, and the 12 offices of the 
$362 million United States National Bank, San Diego, 
Avhich is only slighdy smaller than the First National. 
In addition, several smaller banks and several powci- 
ful savings and loan associations, with a total of over 
$1 billion in deposits, arc located in 8as Diego County. 

The Saddleback National Bank was organized in 
1964 and now has $13 million in total resources. It has 
cue appro\'ed but unopened offiet in Ganla Ana. Sad- 
dleback National also competes with the Bank of 
America, which has 1 1 branches in its area. Security 
First National, which has six branches, and United 
Galifomia Bank, which has three branches. United 
States National Bank, San Di(^, also has two offices 
in Oranga County. In addition, there are several oilier 
offices of other regional and local banks in tlie Tustin 
area as W1 as a savings and loan office witliin a few 
blocks of Saddlebadc’s main office. Savings and loan of- 
fices in San Diego also solicit business in Orange 
County. 

The Huntingtmi Valley Bank is, like Saddleback Na- 
tional Bank, a relatively new bank, having been or- 
S^mized in 1963. It now has $10.6 million in resouroes 
and one branch at Huntington Beach. It competes with 
five offices of the Bank of America, six offices of Secu- 
rity First National, and two offices of United California 
Bank. The San Diego-based United States National 
Bank also has an office in Huntington Beach, as does 
Grocker-Citizens National Bank. First Western Bank 
and Westminister National Bank are other competitors 
of Huntington Valley Bank. 

The effect of the merger on competition will be 
minimal. All of the applicant banks encounter the 
previously described extensive competition of larger 
institutions. The strengthening of all the applicants 
by their union will make available alternate resouices 
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of a larger bank to the public in the areas of the merg- 
ing banks, and will give First National of San Diego 
an opportunity to expand into Orange County and 
thereby increase ito competitive str^gth. No compe- 
tition will be eliminated by the merger as the Pint 
National does not now have offices in Orange. County; 
its closest office to an office of Huntington Valley Bank 
is 53 miles and no offices wUl be discontiniied. Saddle- 
back and Huntington Valley Bank are 12 miles apart, 
and, as purely local banks, they do not serve the same 
customers. 

The conveniMice and needs of the Tustin and 
Huntington Beadi public will be substantially im- 
provedt In both of these tliciv is a lierncndous 

demand for funds because of continuing residential, 
commercial, and industrial construction, a-s well as 
growth in established business firms. With maximum 
individual loan limits of $75,000 and $100,000, re- 
spectively, Saddleback National Bank and Huntington 
Valley Bank do not have the opportunity to serve 
many jjyleiitlal customers. With a magnum single- 
loan lifAih of $3.1 millirm, the charter bank will pro- 
fiontce of siib5tantia!!y incrca-ted credit 
♦q smd in Orjinirp. Coiintv. Both 

merging cc<riaider th»t loans at. their offices tviU 

be considei-ably expanded after merger. 

An additional benefit to the public will be ihc 
uiTeiing vf liuit servirfs to tKf. mergmg bonks* custom- 
ers. Neilhta- bank, heramc of limited sire, presentiy 
hac a tiusd d*^pMrtincnt^ dri^rt+c the fact that the rdfl- 
ti\H!ly li?gb.vb>r^^np living in thc-Tc arca.s are 

likely customers. The charter bank has a large and 
wdi esiabilviied tni'4 de pa r t m en t , the services of which. 
win be available to the meiging banks’ customers. 

The credit aualyxis department of tiie charter bank 
wH] materially aid the mr.iging banks’ lending activi- 
ties tluvugli quality control, as well as the procesang 
of unusual or specialized loan requests. The boirowcrs 
in tlie Hiea will increasingly need more sophisticated 
financing wiiich small banks cannot offer but which 
tiie resulting bank can provide on a competitive basb. 

Other iuiMuitant conreniences will be offered the 
Tustin-Huiitiiigton Beach public. These additional 
services iiidude a larger and more cxpwicnocd credit 
collection de'‘?.rt'nMTt an internal audit department, 
jjjj >ervicM department, and cxpcntstecd 

real estate appraisers. The charter bank’s international 
department will also be available to issue letters of 
credit, execute foreign collections and credit inquiries. 
Since the Saddleback National Bank and Huntington 
Valley Bank perform none of these services at present, 
the public in this progresnve area will benefit sub- 
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stantially from their availability. Although these serv- 
ices are available from branches of some of the Cali- 
fornia banking giants, the competition of the resulting 
Southern California First National Bank will provide 
a stimulus for better services and ^ve the public an 
alternate choice they do not now have. 

Tt is concluded in the light of the foregoing analysis 
of the proposed merger that not only will there be no 
elimination of competition as a rexiiTt of the merger, 
but that the effect of the merger on the banking struc- 
ture in San Diego and Orange counties will be compet- 
itively beneficial. It is also concluded that the benefits 
to the public convenience and needs will he siiKstantial. 
Hiiving wdghed the np/pfica*irm ngainst the statutory 
criteria and having determined that the merger is in 
the public interest, it is, therefore, approved. 

July 12, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First National, a major southern California bank 
l«j*jivle*J ill Sail Dlegu, piuposes to acc^uire two very 
leceiitly evtaldiilied and pi Casper ing Independent hanks 
ill Oraii"" Gouiity — wiil^i is a lapldly expanding 
area — ad'acenl to L-os A.n"“les ti'e 

and Diegw Ouuity (c\fl the sckith) . First Natirmal\ 
c^^era lions are ccMfined to San Diego County — where 
it is a major factor in the local banking market It ha.s 
alx>u1 22 peiLciit vf the b<ujilug v<ffices and 25 peivcnt 
of IPC demand deposits in the county ; it ap^pears to be 
the laigest l/nnk — wHli Its head office in San Diegci^ 
and ti*e be'j'./iid laigevt bank Im teiini I'f rpieratlraw 
in San Diego County. 

Theie would appear to be liUle (If any) piYient 
dliect cenipethien between Fhst Naticvuil and either 
of lliH banks it piopo-ses to acipiire In neighboring 
OrangoCounly. Saddleback Nadcmal Bank and TTiint- 
liiglon Valley Dank aie, lespeiiively, 52 and 53 miles 
from First National** densest office in San Diegci County. 

On the ijthei hand, the pioposed mergers rriight well 
dirninate some presenl direct compertition between 
SaildlebaLk National Bank and Huntington Valley 
Bank, wliich would becuine brand ies of the same bank- 
ing system. Tlie two banks would appear to be about 
12 miles apart. There SLve. however, other banks in the 
area and it am>ears that Saddleback Nfliloual Dank 
and Ilunlloglciu VaUey BatA avcounl fo<' a idallvdy 
small proportion of Orange County’s IPG demand 
deposits ( 1 and 0.7 percent, respectively) . 

First National appears to be the largest San Diego 
bank which has not already expanded northward into 
Orange County. It would be permitted by California 
law to enter Orange County by novo branching, and 
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in view of that area’s growth, this seems a realistic pos- 
sibility; also expansion by First National in other direc- 
tions is not possible, since Mexico lies to the south and 
a desert to the east of San Diego County. That First 
National is generally interested in expansion into 
Orange County is suggested by its act of acquiring two 
growing Orange Coimty banks at the same time. 

Accordingly, we find that the proposed mergers in- 


volve some loss of potential competition, flowing from 
the elimination of First National as a potential inde- 
pendent entrant into Orange County. However, we 
are not able to evaluate the seriousness of this effect, 
since the application does not provide information on 
the degree of market concentration in Orange County, 
or the possibility of other independent entry by other 
banks located in Lios Angeles or elsewhere in California. 


First National Bank, Lake view, Tex., and First National Bank, Memphis, Tex, 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First N^ational Bank, Lakeview, Tex., with 

$791, 193 

8, 150, 926 ' 
8,942, 119 

1 


was purchased Aug. 23, 1967, by First National Bank, Memphis, Tex., 
which had 

1 


After the purchase was effected the receiving hank had 


* 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 18, 1967, application was made to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission for the 
First National Bank, Memphis, Tex., to purchase the 
assets and assume the deposit liabilities of the First 
National Bank, Lakeview, Tex. 

As directed by the terms of Subsections 4--6 of Sec- 
tion 1828(c) of Title 12 of the United States Code, I 
hereby find that there exists a reasonable probability 
that the First National Bank, Lakeview, Tex., may fail ; 
that said reasonable probability of failure is imminent; 
and that a reasonably prudent discharge of my re- 
sponsibilities in the maintenance of a sound National 
banking system requires the immediate action on this 
application. I also find that the financial and manage- 
rial resources of the acquiring institution will be ade- 
quate to protect the customers as well as the public 
interest of the entire community and that no other 

« 


bank p>ossessmg the requisite breadth of financial and 
managerial resources has indicated a willingness to 
assume the responsibilities of the selling bank. 

1 conclude that this transaction, as a matter of law, 
will neither occasion a violation of Section 2 of Title 
15 of the United States Code nor will it substantially 
lessen competition as that concept has been judicially 
accorded with the failing company doctrine. On the 
contrary, I conclude that the deleterious effect of a 
failure of the selling bank on the financial stability of 
the geographic market it serves would significantly 
exceed any impact of the transaction upon competition. 

In order to protect the depositors, creditors, and 
shareholders of the First National Bank, Lakeview, 
Tex., this application is approved and the First Na- 
tional Bank, Memphis, Tex., is authorized to proceed 
with this purchase and assume transaction forthwith. 

August 23, 1967, 


The First National Bank of Three Springs, Three Springs, Pa., and Union National Bank & Trust 
Co. OF Huntingdon, Huntingdon, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 Bankif^ offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Three Springs, Three Springs, Pa. (10183), with 

and Union National Bank & Trust Go. of Huntingdon, Huntingdon, Pa. 

whirh hnd ... 

$2,507,613 

20,351,663 

22, 859, 277 

i 

4 



merged Aug. 30, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (4965) and with 
title “Union Nation^ Bank & Trust Go. of Huntingdon.” The merged 
ha-nlr at Hate nf merger had i 

5 




293 - 544—68 7 
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comptroller’s decision 

On April 14, 1967, The First National Bank of 
Three Springs, Three Springs, Pa., with IPG deposits 
of $2 million, and the Union National Bank & Trust 
Co. of Huntingdon, Huntingdon, Pa., with IPG de- 
posits of $15.1 million, applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the latter. 

The First National Bank of Three Springs is located 
in a small rural community with a population of 450 
in southern Huntingdon County. The local economy is 
based on marginsd farming, some lumbering, and a 
few minor bituminous coal stripping operations. 

The charter bank, located in Huntingdon, with a 
population of 7,500 is in the central section of Hunt- 
ingdon County. The coimty has a population of ap- 
proximately 40,000 and is in the south-central section 
of Pennsylvania which is part of the Appalachian 
Moimtain chain. The economic base of the area is 
supported by diversified industrial and commercial 
activity, and by important agricultural pursuits with 
dairy farming predominating. 

Consiunxnation of this merger will have no cogniz- 
able adverse effect on banking competition in the area. 
The merging bank is 25 miles south of the mam office 
of the charter bank and is separated from it by very 
mountainous terrain. Eighteen miles of mountains 
separate the merging bank from the charter bank’s 
closest office at Mount Union. 

This meiger will stimulate banking competition in 
the coimty to the ultimate benefit of the residents and 
customers. In the vicinity of Three Springs, the $4 
million Community State Bank of Orbisonia, and the 
$4 million First National Bank of Sexton will be given 
a new cumpeUtIve dialicuge. Neither the Pam Central 
National Bank in Huntingdon, with IPC depotits of 
$25 million, nor the First National Bank of Mapleton 


Depot, with IPC deposits of $3.2 million, both of which 
now compete with the charter bank, should be disturbed 
by this merger. 

Consummation of this proposal will resolve manage- 
ment succession problems for the merging bank. It will 
also enable the resulting bank to serve the credit re- 
quiranents of tlic customers of the merging bank whose 
needs presently exceed the local lending limit. Other 
benefits will also accrue to the customers of the meig- 
iiig bank In tlie form of trust services and lower install • 
ment loan costs due to data processing. 

Applying tile statutory criteria to the proposed mer 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

July 27, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed meiger involves two banks in Hunting- 
don County, Pa. 

Huntingdon County is an area of declining popula- 
tion in west-central Pennsylvania about 25 miles east 
of Altoona. Its 1960 population of 39,457 represents a 
3-percent decline from 1950. 

The proposed merger of the second largest and the 
smallest of seven banks in Huntingdon County would 
eliminate whatever direct competition presently exists 
between the two banks. The extent of this competition 
may be comparatively small since (i) two other banks 
have offices in the area intervening between First Na- 
tional and the closest branch office of Union National, 
and (ii) small unit banks, such as First National, tend 
to derive most of their business from their immediate 
neighborhood. 

The proposed merger would increase Union Na- 
tional’s share of HuntingHnn County’s TPC demand de- 
posits by about 4 percent, from 34 to 38 percent of the 
total. 


* • * 


Concord National Bank, Concord, Gauf., and Central Valley National Bank, Oakland, Calif. 


1 

i 


Banking offices 

^^am of bank and type oj iraimction 1 

Toial assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Concord National Bank, Concord, Calif. ( 1 with j 

$9, 427, 330 
198,625, 859 

I 


and Central Valley National Bank, Oakland, CaliL (69i9X which had j 

merged Aug. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (6919). The 

31 


merged bank at date of merger had 

208, 153, 189 ! 

1 

32 
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comptroller’s decision 

On May 23, 1967, the Concord National Bank, Con- 
cord, Calif., with IPG deposits of $5.4 million, and the 
Central Valley National Bank, Oakland, Calif., with 
IPC deposits of $141 million, applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area is 
composed of five counties surrounding the San Fran- 
cisco Bay, which is one of the world’s largest land- 
locked harbors and a major economic, recreational, 
and scenic source. The coastal plain along both sides 
of San Fancisco Bay is especially suited for heavy in- 
dustry because of convenient rail, air, and port service. 
The Golden Gate divides the western portion of coastal 
plain into two peninsulas, the southern arm of which 
is occupied by the highly developed countries of San 
Francisco and San Mateo. Across the bay from San 
Francisco on the east or mainland side are the East 
Bay counties of Alameda and Contra Costa. 

Central Valley National Bank, the charter bank, is 
located in Oakland, the seat of Alameda County and 
the fourth largest city in the State of California. It is 
the principal commercial center of the county and the 
entire East Bay region. Oakland is served by a network 
of State and transcontinental highways, a number of 
truck and steamship lines, an international airport, and 
a deepwater harbor. These have made the city a logi- 
cal choice as a main office for national manufacturing 
and distribution firms. Oakland ranks second only to 
San Francisco as the major retail center in the Bay area. 

Charter bank was organized in 1956 and, because of 
aggressive and capable management, now operates 27 
branches. Competition in this area is intense and is 
dominated by the major California banks, i.e.. Bank 
of America, Wells Fargo Bank, Grocker-Gitizens Na- 
tional Bank, United California Bank, and Bank of 
California, N.A. 

Concord National Bank, the merging bank, is located 
in Concord in Contra Costa County, Calif. Concord, 
with a population of 82,500, is located in the San 
Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area. Concord is a 
residential community which has experienced con- 
siderable growth during the past 15 years and whose 
prospects for continued growth are considered excel- 
lent because of its close proximity to the Bay Area 
Rapid Transit System presently under construction. 
Five industrial parks have recently been established 
in Concord to attract manufacturing plants and to 
brighten the area’s economic prospects generally. 

TTie meiging bank, a single-unit institution, was 


organized in 1964. While it has experienced good 
growth since its inception, it presently faces intense 
competition from the Standard Savings & Loan As- 
sociation which has share accounts totaling $42.5 mil- 
lion, from 10 finance company offices, six mortgage 
company offices, one industrial loan company office, 
and three credit unions. 

The merging Concord National Bank is located 
approximately 20 miles northeast of the main office 
of the charter bank, 12 miles northeast of the Orinda 
office of charter bank, and 6.4 miles northeast and 
18 miles southwest, respectively, from the approved but 
unopened branches of the charter bank in Walnut 
Creek and Antioch. The closest offices of the banks are 
separated by two suburban communities and a number 
of intervening banking offices. Thus, there would ap- 
pear to be only a minimal, if any, amount of direct 
competition between merging and charter banks. The 
competitive picture in the San Francisco-Oakland 
area will remain relatively unchanged by the merger 
and the only significant impact which will be felt will 
be in Concord where the results will be favorable. 

Consummation of this merger will promote the 
public interest in all the communities served by the 
resulting bank. It will increase competition among the 
financial institutions in Concord by introducing a bank 
with a greater lending capacity and better able to 
meet the needs of the community. The resulting bank 
will offer expanded services including a trust depart- 
ment, a credit card operation, computer services, and 
specialists in the fields of real estate construction, 
mortgage servicing, and commercial loans. Coordi- 
nated marketing and advertising programs will also 
augment the resulting bank’s competitive position in 
relation to the larger banks now operating in the Bay 
area. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
proposal is in the public interest, and the application 
is, therefore, approved. 

July 31, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Central, while somewhat smaller than the leading 
California branch banking systems is a relatively siz- 
able institution with 30 branches located primarily in 
the San Francisco Bay area and San Joaquin and 
Stanislaus counties to the east. It proposes to acquire 
Concord National, a new unit bank chartered in 1964 
in the city of Concord in Contra Costa County, a part 
of the San Francisco metropolitan area. 

It would appear, however, that there is at present 
only a limited amount of competition between the two 
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baiiks since their nearest offices are 12.4 miles from 
each other. The relative attractiveness of the Concord 
area, and its recent marked population growth, would 
appear to favor de novo branching by the Central 
system, were the alternative of merger not made avail- 
able to it. 

Central has received permission to open a branch 
at Walnut Valley, approximately 5 miles away from 
Concord National’s sole office. This branch would be 
a dliect competitor to Concord National, and such 
competition would be foreclosed by the merger. 


In this case, the entire San Francisco-Oakland met- 
ropolitan area is probably too broad to be considered 
the appropriate market; the two counties directly in- 
volved (Alameda and Contra Costa counties, which 
between them have about 60 percent of the San 
Francisco area’s total deposits) would seem a more 
appropriate limited area for analysis. Within these two 
counties, Central has less than 6 percent of total I PC 
demand deposits, and its acquisition of the newly cre- 
ated Concord National would add only aboxit another 
0.4 percent to its market share there. 

* 


The Citizens Bank & Trust Co. of Southern Pines, Southern Pines, N.C., and First Union National 
Bank of North Carouna, Charlotte, N.C. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Citizens Bank & Trust Go. of Southern Pines, Southern Pines, N.G., with., 
and First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte, N.C. (9164), | 
which had 

$13,436,483 

2 


709, 027, 699 

722, 479, 074 

97 


merged Aug. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (9164), The ' 
merged bank at date of merger HaH 

99 




comptroller’s decision 

On May 8, 1967, The Citizens Bank & Trust Co. 
of Southern Pines, Southern Pines, N.C., with I PC 
deposits of $9.4 million, and the First Union National 
Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte, N.C., with I PC 
deposits of $466.5 million, filed an application with 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and title of the latter. 

The meiging bank, organized in Southern Pines in 
1905, now operates a drive-in facility in addition to 
its main office. Southern Pines, located in the southern 
portion of Moore Coimty, with a population esti- 
mated at 5,200, is renowned as a winter resort offering 
a variety of recreational activities with special empha- 
sis on golf. Many successful but now retired business- 
men have established residences in this area. The 
vitality of this resort community is reflected in its high 
level of per capita income and the number of retail 
establishments offering a variety of high-grade, high- 
cost goods. Moore County also derives additional eco* 
nomic support from the manufacture of textiles and 
from the production of tobacco. 

The charter bank, which was organized in 1908 
with headquarters in Charlotte, Mecklenburg County 
now operates 75 offices located in 43 communities in 
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various sections of the State. Mecklenburg County has 
a population estimated at 300,000, largely concentrated 
in Charlotte which is not only the largest urban center 
in the Carolinas but is also one of the fastest growing 
cities in the southeast. Although Mecklenburg County 
is a leading industrial center, its distribution and trans- 
portation facilities are even more important in terms 
of employment. The service area of the charter bank 
covers principal areas of the State, including the moun- 
tainous area in the west, the industrial Piedmont area 
in the center of the State, and the portions of the 
predominantly agricultural coastal plain. Competition 
is received primarily from three statewide institutions, 
two of which are substantially larger than the charter 
bank, and from various regional and unit banks. 

There is no competition between charter and merg- 
ing bank as the nearest office of the charter bank to 
the merging bank is the Red Springs Branch in Robson 
County, 30 miles to the southeast of Southern Pines. 
In addition, it appears that charter bank has been 
unsuccessful in attracting any significant business in 
Moore County. The entry of First Union National 
Bank into Southern Pines by means of a de novo branch 
is not economically feasible. Although this small, but 
affluent community is able to support both the meig- 
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ing bank and a branch of the $90 million Southern 
National Bank, there is no demonstrable need at this 
lime for a third banking alternative. 

Consummation of this merger will benefit Southern 
Knes and its residents. By replacing Citizens Bank & 
Trust Co. with First Union National, banking compe- 
tition with Southern National will be stimulated. These 
competing banks, with their substantial resources, will 
be ideally situated to induce new industry to locate 
in the area and to assist in further development of local 
recreational facilities. The advent of First Union Na- 
tional Bank will bring to the residents the specialized 
trust services they demand, the benefits of a credit 
card operation, computer services, a more sophisticated 
lending program, and the benefits of a management 
training program. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we find that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

July 27, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

North Carolina’s third largest commercial bank 
(‘Tirst Union”), proposes to acquire one of the two 
banks in Southern Pines, Moore County, N.G. The 
latter (“Citizens”) holds total deposits of $10,930,000 
in its two banking offices, as compared with 
$584,466,000 in 97 offices for First Union. 

The principal area affected by the proposed merger 
is Southern Pines and the surrounding country in 
Moore County, N.C. This area lies in the south-central 
part of North Carolina, about 100 miles east of Char- 
lotte (where First Union has its head office). The 
1960 population of Southern Pines was 5,198, and 
that of Moore County as a whole was 61,002; both 
were growing gradually. 

According to the application. Southern Pines is 
primarily a vacation center: “by far the most import- 
ant industry is tourism and golf.” Southern Pines is, 
however, said to be attracting more and more year- 
round residents. Moore County also has some agri- 
culture and commercial poultry production. 

* 


There are four banks with eight banking offices in 
Moore County. Citizens is a substantial factor in that 
market, controlling about 36 percent of total deposits 
and 31 percent of IPC demand deposits in the county. 
Its principal source of competition is said to be the 
Southern Pines branch of the Southern National Bank 
of North Carolina (total deposits from all offices: 
$86.3 million) . 

A distance of about 30 miles separates Citizens from 
the closest branch of First Union, located in another 
county (a second Fii^t Union office is 36 miles away) ; 
therefore, the merger would not appear to foreclose 
significant amounts of direct competition between the 
two banks. 

The proposed merger would continue the trend to- 
ward concentration of banking resources in the hands 
of North Carolina’s five largest banks, which already 
control about two-thirds of the State’s deposits. The 
actual increase in this case is slight, however. 

North Carolina law permits statewide branch bank- 
ing; and thus First Union would be permitted to enter 
Moore County by de novo branching. It would appear 
Fii^t Union is an aggressive, expanding bank — as 
shown by the fact that it has six new branches ap- 
proved (but not yet opened) and applications pend- 
ing for two more, in various parts of the State. First 
Union, which operates extensively in the central part 
of the State and is the State’s third largest bank, is 
thus one of the most probable entrants into the Moore 
County area by de novo branching. The proposed 
merger would foreclose this possibility of independent 
entry, while at the same time eliminating a thriving 
independent bank from the local market and hence it 
would have an adverse effect on potential competition. 

Moreover, the proposed merger would continue a 
significant trend of acquisitions and mergers by North 
Carolina’s largest commercial banks — to which First 
Union has contributed heavily by 14 acquisitions since 
1956. This acquisition trend has doubtless had a gen- 
eral impact on potential competition, by reducing the 
establishment of de novo branches by the largest banks, 
and thereby inhibiting the development of a more 
competitive banking structure within the State, 
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The Farmers Bank of Elk Greek, Elk Creek, Va., and The Grayson National Bank, Independence, Va. 


^^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Farmers Ranir of Elk Greek, F.1V Creek, Va., with 

$1,730,881 
6,911, 773 

8, 642, 063 

1 


and TTie Grayson National Bank, Independence, Va. (10834), which had 

merged Aug. 31, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (10834) and with 
tiue “The Grayson National Bank,” The merged bank at date of merger 
had 


2 




comptroller’s decision 

On May 2, 1967, The Fanners Bank of Elk Creek, 
Elk Creek, Va., with IPC depoeite of $1,5 million and 
The Grayson National Bank, Independence, Va., with 
IPC deposits of $5.5 million, applied to the Office of 
Uic ComptroBer of the Gurrwscy for permiseion to 
merge tmder the charter and title of the latter. 

E& Creek, v/ith a population of 150, and Independ- 
ence, with a population of 750, are located 10 miles 
apart in Grayson County, Va. Grayson County, with 
a declining population presently estimated at 17,200, is 
located in the southwestern part of the State, approxi- 
mately 100 miles southwest of Roanoke. The town of 
Independence is the county seat. The service areas of 
the meiging banks comprise most of the county which 
has a mountainous terrain including large sections of 
woodland. The economy of the area is lazgely devoted 
to raising livestock, but there are a few milk process- 
ing plants in tlie county, and several manufacturing 
estaldLimieiiU Centered arc<rmd ind.-pmdenre. The 
largest population center in tbr arc.a Galax, a city 
of 5,200 wiiidi h located ahemt in miles to the cast 
of Uie ineigiiig banks OTi the eastern border of Grayson 
County. 

Tlie cliarler bank was organized in 1900, and rc- 
iiialiM a sliiglt?-oflice bank. It has shown a healthy 
growth in deposits in recerA years, and has had good 
eainlags based ot a lending limit which is high cnou^ 
to U: respomive to most rA the credit noxls of its 
coimrminity. The merging hank was organized in 1915 
end cc«rjtinues to cprrate from one hanking office. This 
bank’s earnings have Keen poor, tt-s Icrrding limit is 
very low, and its potential for future growth and im- 
proved profitability as an independent bank seems 
limited. 

There arc five banks located in the general service 
area of the merging banks, wfneh includes tire city of 
Galax. The diuiter and the merging banlis rank third 
and fifUi ill wze, respccliveJy, of tins group. The resull- 
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ing bank will be better able to compete with the two 
larger Galax banks. While consummation of the 
merger will diminate some competition between the 
meigliig baidis, nevertheless, because of die small see 
of Tlie Farmers Bank of Elk Creek, this bank has not 
been a significant competitive factor in Grayson 
County. The iiifusiuii of stieugtli fiom the alliance with 
the charter bank, the increased lending limit of the 
lesuhliig bank, and the eeorxomks to be revised from 
a centralization of bookkeeping functions at independ- 
ence, aie expected to produce improved stavice to 
the public, especially in the Elk Cre^ area. 

Applying tlie statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we find that it is in the public interest, and 
the application, therefore, is approved. 

July 31, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The pioposed merger involves the first and third 
laigeiii Out of thiee banks in Grayson County, Va. — an 
aiea of Ueduilrig popnlaticm in the sftuthwestrm part 
of ViigiiiiH, HpiAicvuinalely 100 miles vmthwest of Roa- 
noke, This piedoioinaritly niral ccrttivfy haa an esti- 
mated population of 17,200; and the two small com- 
muiiilies of Independence and Elk Greek — 10 miles 
apart — ^liavc po^iulatic>m c«f 750 and 1 .50, rK^ectivdy. 

The proposed merger would diiiiinate direct cron- 
petilioii between the two baiiks — which are. 10 milrs 
apart witli no oUier bdirks In tlie Intervening area. It 
would leave tlie county with only two banks: in addi- 
tion, tliere would be two banks, botli larger, in the 
adjaceut iijdet»eiideul city ctf Galax (popolatic^n 5,200), 
and two oUiei' banks outside Uic county bnt within 
30 miles of Independence. 

TTie proposed merger would also increase concen- 
tration in tlie area. Grayson National has about 60 
percent of thi? IPC demand dc^wwits in Grayson 
O-iuiily, and the merger with Farmers would add 15 
percent to its market share. The .shares would be very 
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the market more accurately, in view of the size of 
GaloK and its proKuaaity to Graj^soa County, a primarily 
rural area. 

The small size of Termers ?jnd its iTkAHJ/y'm r»>rnrH 
( as indicated by its operating loss in 1966) are likely to 
roduoo ifea Rsti8cssape4i4k^e>sagnific7nr9 nf tbp pmjvwprf 
merger. 

* * * 


Huntington-V ALLEY Bank, Huntinoton Beach, Cauf., and Southern California First National Bank, 

San Dieoo, Calif** 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets , 

In 

operation 

1 

To he 
operated 

Huntington-Valley Bank^ Huntington Beach, Calif., with 

$10,903,871 

439, 458, 735 

450, 362, 606 

2 


and Southern California First Nation^ Bai^, San Diego, Calif. (3050), 
which had 

33 


merged Sept. 14, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (3050). 
The merged bank at date of merger had 

35 




*Ttie CouipiiuHciV o^iuiloA aAd the. Attorney General's opinion treated thio mtirger jointly the ac^vusition of SadHVhark 
National Bank by Southern California First National Bank. See p. 88. 

* * 4c 


Metropolitan Bank, Hollywood, Los Angeles, Calif., and The Bank of California, N.A., 

San Francisco, Calif. 


much lower, however, if the independent city of Galax 
wcic alau Induded in the ma gfcct; Crayssn National 
would have about 17 percent of the IPG demand 

UCpUMld 111 LiiU AAAMTKCrj 

and (lie proposed merger would add about 4 percent 
lu h» iiuuktt dioic. Wu Lcllv.v t that tills broccdcr 
covering Grayson County and Galax probably states 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

\ 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Metropolitan Bank, Hollywood, Los Ai^eles, Calif., with 

$23, 077, 029 
1,446,689,151 ^ 

1,467,444,996 

4 

65 


and The Bank of California, N.A., San Francisco, Calif. (9655), which had. , . 
merged Sept, 25, 1967, under charter and title of the latter ba^ (9655). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 
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comptroller’s decision 

On June 19, 1967, the Metropolitan Bank, Holly- 
wood, Calif., with IPC deposits of $16 million, and 
The Bank of California, N.A., San Francisco, Calif., 
with IPC deposits of $964.6 million, applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
imder the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The Bank of California was established on July 5, 
1864, in San Francisco. It presently operates 64 of- 
fices in 42 communities in all sections of California, 
except the San Diego area, and is the sixth laigest 
bank in California. The economy of the State of Cali- 
fornia is well diversified, and has enjoyed substantial 
growth during the past decade. The population of the 
State has doubled since 1950 and now exceeds 19 mil- 
lion. California is the leading State in the Nation in 


agricultural production, and third in oil production. 
The economic growth has been accompanied by sim- 
ilar growth in all major industries including banking. 
During the past 5 years, from December 1962 to March 
1967, charter bank’s deposits have increased $445 mil- 
lion; however, it encounters rigorous competition from 
the multitude of financial institutions serving the State 
of California. 

Hie merging Metropolitan Bank, established on 
December 18, 1959, is headquartered in Los Angeles, 
Calif., and operates three brandies within 5 miles of 
its main oflSce. The primary market area of the merg- 
ing bank is in Hollywood, situated in the western 
portion of the greater metropolitan Los Angeles trade 
area. Hollywood, whose population is estimated at 
154,000, is closely associated with and depends in 
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large degree upon the film and television industries. 
While the merging bank provides most of the usual 
banking services, it does not have a trust department 
nor does it provide some of the more sophisticated 
services that would be beneficial to its customers. This 
bank encounters very aggressive competition from the 
Bank of America, National Trust & Savings Associa- 
tion, the Security First National Bank, the Crocker- 
Citizens National Bank, the United California Bank, 
the Union Bank, the First Western Bank & Trust Go., 
the United States National Bank, and the City Na- 
tional Bank. In addition, there are 295 savings and 
loan association offices, mortgage firms, insurance 
agencies, and credit unions, serving Los Angeles 
County. 

There is little overlap of the service areas of the 
subject banks. The nearest branch of the merging bank 
is approximately 5 miles from the southern California 
headquarters of the charter bank. In view of the mini- 
mal amount of common borrowers and depositors, it 
is clear that there is no significant amount of competi- 
tion between the two banks. 

The principal new service to be offered by the result- 
ing bank will be a greater lending capacity and more 
diversity in the different types of lending programs 
and experience available, e.g., automobile installment 
loans through dealers, special loan programs for educa- 
tion, doctors, dentists, and credit analyses. In addi- 
tion to the above, full trust services, a new and simpli- 
fied service charge program, and many advisory serv- 
ices pertaining to payroll, accounting procedures, 
public relations, advertising, and computer services 
will be offered by the resulting bank. The merger will 
enable the resulting bank to compete more effectively 
in the area with the larger banks now operating there 
and thus will bring to the residents the full benefits 
that flow from aggressive competition. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
proposal is in the public interest, and the application is, 
therefore, approved. 

August 25, 1967. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Bank of California is a large branch banking organi- 
zation with 56 oflBces in California and one each in 
Portland, Oreg., and Seattle and Tacoma, Wash. It 
is the sixth largest commercial bank in California and 
the 32d largest in the Nation. It has at the present time 
three offices in Los Angeles, consisting of its main 
southern California headquarters in the central busi- 
ness section opened by de novo branching in 1963, and 
two branches in Long Beach acquired by merger in 
1965. It has approval, acquired as a result of such ac- 
quisition, to open an additional branch in Long Beach. 
It also has eight branches in the nearby San Bemadino 
metropolitan area acquired through merger in 1964. 

Metropolitan Bank is a recently organized and 
rapidly growing institution in the Hollywood-Beverly 
Hills section with four offices located 5-8 miles from 
Bank of California’s downtown Los Angeles office. 

The proposed merger would eliminate some direct 
competition between the merging banks, which are 
separated by a 5-niile distance within the greater Los 
Angeles market. However, within this broader market, 
the effects upon concentration are not substantial. In 
terms of the entire Los Angeles metropolitan area, 
the Bank of California (with about 3-25 percent of 
total deposits) is proposing to acquire a bank (Met- 
ropolitan) which has only 0.05 percent of the present 
market share. 

The acquiring bank seems in this case a likely 
potential entrant into the narrower market of the bank 
with which it seeks to merge. The fact that Bank of 
California is actively interested in entering the Holly- 
wood-Beverly Hills area served by Metropolitan is 
noted in the application. In view of such interest, there 
is considerable likelihood that Bank of California 
woxUd enter the area, only 5 miles away from its down- 
town headquarters, by de novo branching. This 
potential competition would, of course, be eliminated 
by the proposed merger. 
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Glen Ridge Trust Co., Glen Ridge, N.J., and National Newark & Essex Bank, Newark, N.J. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Glea Ridge Trust Co., Glen Ridge, N.J., with 

$15,026,627 
566, 382, 592 

581,408,785 

1 


and National Newark &. F.5!sev Rank, Newark, N.J. (ISlfi), wlifeh had . . . 

31 


meiged Sept. 29, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (1316). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

32 




comptroller’s decision 

On June 28, 1967, the National Newark & Essex 
Bank, Newark, N J., and the Glen Ridge Trust Go., 
Glen Ridge, N.J., ^ed an application with the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the former. 

The National Newark & Essex Bank, organized in 
1804 and converted into a National bank in 1865, was 
the first bank to be established in New Jersey. The 
bank now holds IPC deposits of $442.5 million and 
operates 29 branches in Essex County, including 10 
in Newark. Essex County, the service area of the 
charter bank, has a population of approximately 950,- 
000, with an estimated 400,000 people residing in the 
city of Newark. Essex County lies in the heavily in- 
dustrialized northeastern part of New Jersey, widiin 
easy reach of New York City, and is blessed with 
excellent transportation facilities, including a large air- 
port and a deepwater port at Port Newark Manu- 
facturing is the single most important activity, but 
substantial numbers of people find employment in 
service industries, retail activity, transportation and 
government work. The southeastern portion of the 
county, in which most of the industry is concentrated, 
is gradually declining in population, while the western, 
predominantly residential section, is experiencing rapid 
growth. Many of the county residents commute to work 
in Newark and in New York City. 

The Glen Ridge Trust Go. is a unit bank, chartered 
in 1912, with its office located approximately 4.5 miles 
from the main office of the charter bank. The merg- 
ing bank holds IPG deposits of $13.1 million and is 
the only commercial bank in Glen Ridge, which is 
located in Essex County just northwest of Newark. 
It is a residential community with a population of 
8,800, most of whom commute to work in nearby 
Newark or New York City. 

If the merger is approved, little direct competition 
will be eliminated, as less than one-half of 1 percent 
of the charter bank’s checking accounts and install- 

293-544—08 8 


ment loans, and less than 1 percent of its savings ac- 
counts, come from the Glen Ridge area. Consumma- 
tion of the merger will not significantly increase the 
degree of concentration of banking assets in Essex 
County, as the resulting bank will retain the charter 
bank’s present rank as third in size among commercial 
banks in the county, and its share of commercial bank 
assets will increase only from 23.2 to 23.8 percent The 
resuHing institution will continue to face intensive com- 
petition from the larger county banks headquartered in 
Newark, including The First National State Bank of 
New Jersey, with deposits of $650 million, the Fidelity 
Union Trust Co., with deposits of $557 million, and the 
Howard Savings Institution, a mutual savings bank 
with deposits of $694 million. Additional competition 
is felt frran the New York City banks, as many cran- 
muters find it more convenient to bank where they 
work. 

Approval of this merger will benefit the public in 
Glen Ridge by bringing to them a full-service bank, 
with expanded trust services, a larger lending limit, 
and more efficient, economical service through com- 
puter servicing of accounts. Management continuity 
will be assured through the recruitment program of the 
charter bank. Residents who work in Essex County 
outside the Glen Ridge area will have branch offices 
of their bank readily available to them. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we find that it is in the public interest, and 
the application, therefore, is approved. 

August 30, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Newark, with total deposits of $491.4 mil- 
lion and 24 offices, is the third largest bank in Essex 
County. Glen Ridge Trust has total deposits of $13.7 
million. Its single office is located in Glen Ridge, a 
community about 4.5 miles from downtown Newark. 

National Newark and Glen Ridge Trust both operate 
within Essex County. But whereas National Newark’s 
services are readily accessible throughout most of the 
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co\mty, including the communities surrounding Glen 
Ridge, it would appear that the business of Glen Ridge 
Trust is derived mainly from Glen Ridge and the 
immediately adjacent area. 

National Newark has six offices or drive-in facilities 
located 0.5-1.4 miles from the office of Glen Ridge 
Trust, in the nearby communities of Bloomfield and 
Montclair. Therefore, it seems clear that the proposed 
merger would eliminate a substantial amount of direct 
competition between the merging banks. 

Commercial banking in Essex County as well as in 
Newark is highly concentrated. There are 18 banks 
located in Essex County having a total of 113 offices 
(including drive-in facilities) . Three Newark banks — 
National Newark, Fidelity Union Trust Co., and First 
National State Bank — account for most of the coimty’s 
banking business, holding 23.6, 26.8, and 31.25 percent, 
respectively, of total deposits of all county banks. The 
three banks together hold 81.6 percent of the total 
deposits of all county banks and approximately 95 per- 
cent of the deposits of banks in Newark. They operate 


74 of the county’s 113 banking offices. The next largest 
coimty bank, Montclair National Bank & Trust Co., 
has assets of $135.8 million and holds 5.7 percent of 
deposits of county banks. Thus, four banks account for 
87.3 percent of the market, and the 14 smaller ones 
vie for the remaining 12,7 percent. In such a highly 
concentrated marked Glen Ridge Trust’s 0.65 percent 
share assumes more importance than it would in a 
more fragmented setting. 

The merger would eliminate existing competition 
between National Newark and Glen Ridge Trust. In 
addition, commercial banking in Newark and through- 
out Essex Coimty is highly concentrated in the hands 
of National Newark and two other Newark banks. 
This concentration is largely the result of several merg- 
ers and acquisitions made by these banks in the 1950’ s. 
The proposed merger will 2 uld to this concentration 
and will eliminate a well established and growing in- 
dependent institution. Therefore, we conclude that the 
proposed merger would have a significant adverse 
effect on banking competition in Essex County. 


Merchants & Farmers Bank, Owensville, Ohio, and Clermont National Bank, Milford, Ohio 




Bankit^ offices 

Nanu of bank and type of transaetion 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Merchants & Farmers Bank, Owensville, Ohio, with 

$2, 112,678 

23, 521, 946 
25,634,626 

1 


was purchased Sept. 30, 1967, by Clermont National Bank, Milford, Ohio 
(3234), which had 

6 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


7 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 10, 1967, the Clermont National Bank, 
Milford, Ohio, with IPC deposits of $18.8 mil- 
lion, filed an application to purchase the assets and 
assume the liabilities of the Merchants & Farmers Bank, 
Owensville, Ohio, with IPC deposits of $1.6 million. 

The purchasing bank was organized in 1884 and 
has its main office in Milford, a town of 4,000 located 
in Clermont County. The bank also operates five 
branches throughout Cleimont Coimty. The city of 
Cincinnati, in Hamilton County, adjoins Clermont 
County on the west The service area of the participat- 
ing banks is predominately residential, containing 
many inhabitants who commute to work in Cincinnati. 
There are some agricultural areas remaining in Cler- 
mont County and a considerable amount of light in- 
dustry and commerce exists in the eastern portion of 
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Hamilton County, which also lies within the service 
area of the purchasing bank. Clermont Coimty has 
experienced rapid growth in recent years, nearly dou- 
bling in populaticm in one decade to reach approxi- 
mately 80,000 in 1960. The growth of the pur^asing 
bank during the past few years has been exceptional, 
in keeping with that of its community. 

The selling bank was organized in 1909 and op- 
erates as a unit bank in Owensville, a village with a 
population of 700, located 10 miles east of Milford in 
Clermont Coimty. This bank has not shared in the gen- 
eral economic expansion of the area and is especially 
handicapped by its lending limit of $17,500, which is 
not responsive to the credit needs of its community. 
Because of its limited resources, this bank has found 
it difficult to acquire needed equipment, to undertake 
e}q>ansion of its physical plant, and to attract 
competent manag^ent. 
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There is no significant competition between the 
participating banks. The small size of the selling bank 
necessarily limits the amount of competition that 
it can offer to the purchasing bank. There is, however, 
intense competition in this area deriving from banks 
located in the eastern part of Hamilton County, and 
from Cincinnati banks which have branches placed 
within a few miles of the offices of the participating 
banks. Thus, while approval of this application will 
eliminate one independent source of retail banking 
facilities and increase slightly the degree of concentra- 
tion of banking assets in Clermont County, the overall 
effect of the transaction will be to intensify banking 
competition, especially in the Owensville area. The 
resulting institution will be better able to compete for 
business of the commuting population who have avail- 
able a broad choice of alternative financial institutions 
in downtown Cincinnati and in the suburban branches. 

Approval of this transaction will benefit the Owens- 
ville community by making available a broader range 
of banking services and an expanded lending limit. 
Management continuity will be provided by the re- 
cruiting and training programs of the purchasing bank, 
while the availability of electronic data processing 
equipment will provide better service to the public 
at a lower cost In addition, the transaction will en- 
able the selling bank to accomplish a needed expansion 
of quarters. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, we 
find that it is in the public interest, and the application, 
therefore, is approved. 

July 3, 1967. 

SUMMARY OP RE PORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Clermont National Bank (“Clermont Bank”) 
proposes to purchase the assets and assume the liabili- 
ties of Merchants & Farmers Bank (“Merchants & 
Farmers”). These are two of the five banks in Cler- 


mont County, Ohio, which is predominantly residen- 
tial and has experienced a large increase in population 
during the past 10 years. It is part of the Gincinnad- 
Kentucky-Indiana Standard Metropolitan Area. 

The proposed merger would eliminate direct com- 
petition between the two banks. Their head offices are 
12 miles apart, and Merchants & Farmers sole office is 
7 miles from Clermont Bank’s closest branch. The ap- 
plication states that Merchants & Fanners operates in 
a relatively small area around Owensville; however, 
Clermont Bank, which operates throughout the 
county, receives a substantial number of loan requests 
from Owensville and derives some deposits from this 
area. 

Clermont Bank is the laig^t banking institution in 
Clermont County — with six of the county’s 1 1 bank- 
ing offices and about 73 percent of its IPC demand 
deposits. The proposed merger with Merchants & 
Farmers would add one additional office and about 5 
percent in IPG demand deposits to these totals. 

The foregoing figures may overstate the degree of 
market power involved, in view of the proximity of 
western Clermont County to the city of Cincinnati, in 
adjoining Hamilton County. The meiging institutions 
account for less than 2 percent of the IPG demand 
deposits of the entire Cincinnati-Kentucky-Indiana 
Standard Metropolitan Area. 

This suggests that the merger is likely to have some- 
what varied effects on competition, depending on the 
particular class of customers involved. Smaller Cler- 
mont County business borrowers, whose markets tend 
to be restricted to the local area, would therefore tend 
to find their borrowing alternatives significantly re- 
stricted by the merger. On the other hand, commuters 
and borrowers seeking installment and mortgage loans 
would not appear to be seriously affected, since they 
would continue to have access to credit facilities of 
banks and other financial institutions in Cincinnati. 


* * * 


First National Bank & Trust Co. of Elizabethtown, Elizabethtown, Pa., and The Harrisburg 
National Bank & Trust Go., Harrisburg, Pa, 




Banking offices 

^^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First National Bank & Trust Co. of Elizabethtown, Elizabethtown, Pa. (3335), 

with 

1 

$13, 307, 439 ' 
159,887,914 

173, 195,353 

1 


and The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., Harrisburg, Pa. (580), 

which haH 

12 


merged Oct. 2, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (580). The 
merged bank at date of merger had ! 

13 
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comptroller’s decision 

On June 30, 1967, The Harrisburg National Bank 
& Trust Co., Harrisburg, Pa., and the First National 
Bank & Trust Co. of Elizabethtown, Elizabethtown, 
Pa., filed an application with the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and with the title of the former. 

The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., 
founded in 1814 and converted into a National bank 
in 1864, holds IPC deposits of $118 million and op- 
erates 11 branches in Dauphin, Cumberland, Perry, 
and York counties, the four counties which surround 
Harrisburg. The head office is located in Harrisburg, 
which is the State capital and which has a popula- 
tion of 80,000. The trade area of the charter bank in- 
cludes a population estimated at 500,000, and a 
widely diversified economy ranging from heavy and 
light industry to agriculture. Some of the major steel 
companies and other manufacturing concerns of local 
and national stature have plants located in this area. 
Distribution and transportation industries are major 
employers, owing to the highly developed highway sys- 
tem of south-central Pennsylvania. In addition, the 
Federal Government, with military installations at 
Middletown, Mechanicsburg, and New Cumberland, 
and the State government at Harrisburg, employ 
thousands of people. 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. of Elizabeth- 
town was chartered in 1885 and remains a unit opera- 
tion, holding IPG deposits of approximately $11.2 
million. Elizabethtown, with a population estimated 
at 7,500, is located in northwestern Lancaster County, 
approximately 18 miles to the southeast of Harrisburg. 
The service area of the merging bank has a population 
of approximately 20,000 and derives economic sup- 
port from light industry, agriculture, and service busi- 
nesses. The Hershey Medical Center, to be located in 
the Hershey area in nearby Dauphin County, is ex- 
pected to benefit the Elizabethtown area in various 
ways, including the development of industries related 
to the medical center. 

The earnings of the merging bank have been below 
average, and the bank has been unable to provide elec- 
tronic data processing equipment and the expanded 
trust services which it feels are necessary for more 
economical and profitable operation. 

Although the service areas of the two banks overlap 
slightly, competition between them is insignificant. The 
charter bank, which ranks third in size among the 32 
banking units in the Harrisburg trade area, is smaller 
than both the National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
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Pennsylvania, headquartered in York, with deposits 
of $191 million, and the Dauphin Deposit Trust Go. 
of Harrisburg, with deposits of $168 million. Consum- 
mation of the merger will not change this competitive 
relationship as the resulting bank will remain third 
in size and hold 10.6 percent of area IPC deposits 
and 10.2 percent of area loans. As a branch of the 
resulting bank, the bank in Elizabethtown will be able 
to compete more effectively with the Lancaster County 
branches of such larger regional banks as the Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvania, 
with deposits of $191 million, the Lancaster County 
Farmers National Bank, with deposits of $99 million, 
and the Fulton National Bank of Lancaster, with de- 
posits of $77 million. 

Approval of the merger will benefit the public, 
especially in the Elizabethtown service area, through 
expansion of the scope of banking services available 
to them. The resulting bank will offer full trust serv- 
ices, a laiger lending limit, electronic data processing 
services, and dealer financing. Affiliation with the 
charter bank will make possible an adequate audit 
control and will assure management succession in the 
future. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
meiger, we find that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

August 30, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co. (“Harris- 
burg Bank”) is the second largest bank in Dauphin 
County, with total deposits of $136,675,000. First Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Go. of Elizabethtown (“Elizabeth- 
town Bank”) is a smaller bank in neighboring Lan- 
caster County, with total deposits of $11,627,000. 

The head offices of the participating banks are 18 
miles apart. The closest branch of Harrisburg Bank 
to the sole office of the Elizabethtown Bank is at Mid- 
dletown in Dauphin County, approximately 7 miles 
north of Elizabethtown. There would appear to be 
some existing competition between the two banks which 
would be eliminated by the proposed meiger. 

Harrisbuig Bank is the fourth largest banking insti- 
tution in operation within Dauphin and its seven 
contiguous counties. Larger banks in the order of their 
size are: (1) American Bank & Trust Co. of Penn- 
sylvania, (2) National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
Pennsylvania, and (3) Dauphin Deposit Trust Co. All 
are headquartered outside Lancaster County and have 
expanded into that county in recent years. This pro- 
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posed merger would represent the Harrisburg Bank’s 
initial entry into Lancaster County. 

In view of the recent geographic expansion by 
Harrisburg Bank and the other large banks in central 

* 


Pennsylvania, it appears that the Harrisburg Bank 
would be a likely entrant into Lancaster County by 
means of de novo branching. This potential competi- 
tion would be eliminated by the proposed merger. 


The First National Bank of Miami, Miami, Fla., and New National Bank of Miami, Miami, Fla. 




Banking offices 

J^ame oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First NatioDal Bank of Miami, Miami, Fla. (6370), with 

$558,019, 116 
350,000 

558, 019,116 

1 


and New National Bank of Miami, Miami, Fla. (15638), which had 

1 


merged Oct. 2, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (15638) and with title 
“The First National Bank of Miami.” The merged bank at date of merger 
had 






comptroller’s decision 

On July 12, 1967, The First National Bank of 
Miami, Miami, Fla., with IPG deposits of $349 mil- 
lion, filed an application for permission to meige with 
the New National Bank of Miami (organizing), Mi- 
ami, Fla., under the title of the former and the charter 
of the latter. The subject application is an integral 
part of a proposal embodied in the application filed 
with the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System on July 1 1, 1967, by Southeast Bancorporation, 
Inc., Miami, Fla., under the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956, as amended, for prior approval of its 
plan to acquire all of the voting stock, except for di- 
rectors* qualifying shares, of the New National Bank 
of Miami (organizing), Miami, Fla.; Coral Way Na- 
donal Bank, Miami, Fla., and Curtiss National Bank 
of Miami Springs, Miami Springs, Fla. In order to 
transfer stock ownership of The First National Bank of 
Miami to the bank holding company, a new National 
bank, with the title “New National Bank of Miami,” 
Miami, Fla., was organized with the preliminary ap- 
proval of the Comptroller of the Currency. 

The new charter bank will not open banking facili- 
ties until the instant proposal is approved by the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, at which 
time it will take over the banking operations of the 
existing First National Bank of Miami, Miami, Fla., 
and continue without interruption the banking services 


now being offered. Since the new charter bank is pres- 
ently a nonoperating bank, the meiger will have no 
effect on competition. However, the approval to be 
granted herein is conditioned upon all requisite share- 
holder action being taken and upon receipt of ap- 
proval by the Federal Reserve Board for Southeast 
Bancoiporation, Inc., to become a registered bank 
holding company. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application, as conditioned above, is therefore 
approved. 

August 30, 1967. 

summary of report by attorney general 

The New National Bank of Miami is a newly or- 
ganized and chartered bank which has not yet en- 
gaged in any banking operations. Accordingly, the 
proposed merger, standing alone, would have no effect 
on competition. 

We understand, however, that the subject appli- 
cation is an integral part of a proposal by Southeast 
Bancorporation, Inc., to acquire substantially all the 
voting stock of the New National Bank of Miami, 
Coral Way National Bank, and Curtiss National Bank. 
We have not considered in this report the possible 
competitive effects of this proposal. 
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Heritage-Welshire National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., and Southern California First National 

Bank, San Diego, Calif. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Herit^e-WilAhire National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif. ( 15463), with 

$18, 650, 581 

447,017,083 

465, 667, 663 

3 


and Southern California First National Bzmk, San Diego, Csdif. (3050), which 
had 

35 


merged Oct. 5, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (3050). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

38 




comptroller’s decision 

On, July 20, 1967, the Southern CaJifomia First Na- 
tional Bank, San Diego, Calif., and the Heritage- Wil- 
shire National Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

The charter institution, with IPC deposits of $312 
million, operates 33 offices in San Diego County. It has 
been able to grow and to retain its relative position in 
the area banking structure even though faced with the 
very aggressive competition of considerably larger state- 
wide institutions. Recently, this bank merged with two 
small banks with offices in Orange County in an effort 
to strengthen its competitive position and to resist take- 
over attempts by institutions not yet represented in San 
Diego County. This application represents the initial 
entry into Los Angeles County by the charter bank. 

The merging bank, with IPC deposits of $11.8 mil- 
lion, operates three ofGces in Los Angeles and has re- 
ceived approval for a fourth office. The immediate 
area served by the merging bank is primarily residential 
in nature, although commercial activity is present and 
appears to be rapidly expanding. 

San Diego County on the Pacific Coast, with a popu- 
lation of 1,200,000, is the second most populous county 
in California. The principal factors of Its economy are 
manufacturing (primarily defense and space) , military 
payrolls, tourism, and agriculture. In addition, invest- 
ments in institutions of higher learning and research 
facilities are growing rapidly. While tiiis county has 
experienced an economic slowdown over the past 6 
years because of a cutback in this Nation’s space pro- 
gram and to overbuilding in the construction indus- 
try, indicators now point to a resumption of the eco- 
nomic growth of the county. 

Orange County, where the charter bank recently ob- 
tained representation, is the third largest county in 
population in California and has been the most rapidly 
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growing large county in the Nation. Manufacturing, 
tourism, mineral production, and agriculture provide 
the economic base in this county. It is predicted that 
Orange County will double in population by 1980, 
Entry by the charter bank into this area will enhance 
banking competition and constitutes a logical move by 
applicant in developing a regional banking system. 

Los Angeles County, with a population of approxi- 
mately 7 million, is the third largest coxmty in the Na- 
tion, Manufacturing, agriculture, and mineral produc- 
tion provide the basis of its economy. Projections for 
the future indicate continued growth for this county 
in both population and income. The merging bank 
is located in the western portion of the Los Angeles 
Coxmty, an area primarily residential in nature in 
which commercial activity is rapidly expanding. 

Southern California First National Bank currently 
competes with all the major California branch bank- 
ing systems in the southern half of the State and with 
all of the small independent systems and unit banks in 
San Diego County. Heritage-WUshire National Bank 
is in direct competition with 38 branches of 12 Cali- 
fornia banks including five of the six largest banks in 
the State. Among its chief competitors are numerous 
large savings and loan associations, credit imions, sales 
finance companies, and insurance companies. 

The merging banks do not compete with each other. 
The nearest branch of the Southern California First 
National Bank to the Heritage-Wilshire National Bank 
is approximately 40 miles to the south in Orange 
County, Consequently, consummation of the proposed 
merger will not l^en competition between them. 
Moreover, it does not appear to be practical for the 
bank to locate branches in this area through the estab- 
lishment of de novo branch^, since the availability of 
adequate locations is severely limited and the cost 
would be prohibitive. Indeed, the presence of the 
Southern California First National Bank will create 
an increase in competition among the larger banks in 
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the western Los Angeles County marketing area while 
not unduly increasing its market share of banking 
business. 

Consummation of this proposal will benefit the 
public interest by bringing to the residents of the area 
now served by the merging bank another institution 
with a larger lending capacity and extensive range of 
banking services not pi*esently offered by the merging 
bank. These services include a well experienced trust 
division, a management training program and a more 
sophisticated lending program based upon the credit 
analysis division, the credit collection division, and an 
internal independent auditing staff. 

Applying tlie statutory criteria to this proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest, and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

August 30, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First National, a major southern California branch 
bank system located in San Diego, proposes to acquire 
Heritage-Wilshire, a recently established bank operat- 
ing in the western part of Los Angeles County. 

According to the application, the main offices of the 
two banks are approximately 130 miles apart and their 
closest existing branches approximately 95 miles from 
each other. However, upon consummation of First 
National's two Orange County acquisitions, then its 
closest braiidaa would be some 40 and 45 miles distant 
from Heritage-Wilshire. Even on these facts, the 
amount of direct competition between First National 
and Heritage-Wilshire would be slight, if any. 

First National’s present operations are confined to 
San Diego County — ^where it is a major factor in the 
local banking market. It has about 22 percent of the 
banking offices and 25 percent of the IPC demand de- 
posits in the county; it appears to be the largest bank 
with its head office in San Diego, and the second largest 
bank m terms of total operations in San Diego County. 
In addition, upon consummation of its two Orange 
County acquisitions. First National will also have be- 
come at least a minor factor in Orange County — ^with 


four offices accounting for less than 2 percent of that 
county’s IPG demand deposits. 

First National is proposing to acquire a bank whidi 
is a very small factor in the much larger Los Angeles 
market. Heritage-Wilshire accounts for only 0.1 per- 
cent of IPC demand deposits among all banks in 
Los Angeles County. (We believe a more appropri- 
ate geographic market would undoubtedly be smaller 
than Los Angeles County in view of the sprawling 
nature of the whole Los Angeles community and the 
local nature of Heritage- Wilshire’s operations; how- 
e»/er, it is not possible to derive any market share within 
the Westwood Village, Brentwood, and Bel- Air sec- 
tions from which the bank actually appears to derive 
the bulk of its business.) Los Angeles County is, of 
course, a highly concentrated market, with 81.5 per- 
cent of all deposits being held by the five largest state- 
wide and regional branch bank networks operating 
there. 

That First National is interested in expandmg into 
the economically promising areas north of San Diego 
County is apparent from its submission, within a short 
space of time, of applications to acquire two banks in 
Orange County and now one bank in Los Angeles 
County. All three acquisitions involve recently estab- 
lished banks, with promismg growth opportunities. 
Under these circumstances there is every reasonable 
expectation that First National is a likely potential 
eiiUairt into the Los Angrics area by de novo branch- 
ing, as pennitted by California law. 

First National’s acquisition of Heritage-Wilshire 
might therefore involve some loss of potential com- 
petition within Los Angeles County, because First 
National would be eliminated as an independent en- 
trant into that market by de novo branching. How- 
ever, in view of the very small market share First 
National would be acquiring by merger with Heritage- 
Wilshire, and the existing strong banks with which 
it would be competing, we find the merger unlikely 
to affect significantly the level of competition within 
the Los Angeles market 

• • 
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Security National Bank of Contra Costa, Walnut Creek, Calif., and First National Bank of Oakland, 

Oakland, Calif. 




Banking offices 

of bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets \ 

\ 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Security National Bank of Contra Costa, Walnut Creek, Calif. (15092), with 

and First National Bank of Oakland, Oakland, Calif. (15180), which had .... 

$26,446,717 ■ 
22,054,094 ! 

2 

1 


merged Oct. 9, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (15180) and with title 
“Security National Bank.” The merged bank at date of me^er had 

48,499,988 


3 


comptroller’s decision 

Oakland, the third largest city in California with 
a population of 385,700, is a major West Coast trade 
center. The city’s heavy industrialization includes 
manufacturing, wardiousing, and extensive shipping 
along its 19-niile waterfront. 

Walnut Creek, located 30 miles northeast of San 
Francisco and 15 miles northeast of Oakland, is a 
primarily residential community with a population 
of 24,000. Most local workers commute to the Oak- 
land-San Francisco area for employment 

First National Bank of Oakland, with deposits of 
$16.9 million, is a unit bank which was opened for 
buriness in October 1963. The charter bank’s trade 
area, which is confined to a 2-mile radius from its 
main ojffice in downtown Oakland, amtains 27 offices 
of 10 commercial banks with aggregate deposits of 
$940 million. With only 1.8 percent of the area’s de- 
posits, it appears that the charter bank’s competitive 
impact has been slight. 

Security National Bank of Contra Costa, with de- 
posits of $20.7 million, opened for business in May 
1963. Subsequently, it established its only branch fa- 
cility 19 miles northeast of the main office in an agri- 
cultural and industrial area with a market population 
of 23,000. Although the merging bank has been ag- 
gressive and has demonstrated good deposit growth, 
it presently possesses only 8.4 percent of the $225 mil- 
lion in commercial bank deposits in its main and 
branch office service areas. 

The 15-mile distance between the merging banks 
obviates any competition between them. The number 
of common customers, if any, is insignificant. 

Consummation of the merger will resolve the capital 


inadequacy of the merging bank. The resulting bank, 
with a larger lending limit, will be able to compete 
more effectively in the highly competitive Oakland- 
Walnut Greek commercial banking market. More- 
over, the resulting bank will benefit considerably from 
the pooling of the managerial resources of the two 
banks. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

September 8, 1967. 

summary of report by attorney general 

The First National Bank of Oakland (“First Na- 
tional”) proposes to merge with the Security National 
Bank of Contra Costa (“Security”). Both banks were 
organized in 1963. Security has one branch in Antioch. 

Oakland (which is in Alameda County) is a major 
Pacific Coast transportation and trading area. Walnut 
Creek is a suburban residential community in adjacent 
Contra Costa County. Antioch is located in an indus- 
trial area in the northeastern part of Contra Costa 
County. 

The main offices of both banks are 18 miles apart and 
separated by the Oakland-Berkeley Hills. First Na- 
tional competes with 50 offices of 10 banks in metro- 
politan Oakland. Security competes with 38 offices of 
10 banks in Walnut Creek and 9 offices of 6 banks in 
Antioch. Each of the banks holds only about 1 per- 
cent of the total IPC demand deposits in the two- 
county area. 

It appears the merger would foreclose little direct 
competition between the two banks and would have a 
de minimis effect upon concentration in ffie area. 
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Westminster National Bank, Westminster, Calif., and Commercial National Bank, Buena Park, Calif, 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

opaation 

To be 
operated 

Weatminstftr NatinnAl RanV, Westminster, Oalif. (1.‘i4l2), with 1 

$4, 299, 964 
7, 935, 016 

12, 234, 980 

1 


nnrl Oommerrial Nntinnnl Rank, Riienn Park Oalif. 11. *>434), whirh hflH 

2 


merged Oct. 9, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (15434). The 
merged bank at date of merger HaH , , . . . 


3 





comptroller’s decision 

On June 6, 1967, the Commercial National Bank, 
Buena Park, Calif., and the Westminster National 
Bank, Westminster, Calif., applied to the OflSce of the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and title of the former. 

Both merging banks opened in 1964 in com- 
mimities located in rapidly growing Orange County, 
Calif. Since the 1950s, Orange County, due to its ideal 
climate and excellent beaches, has experienced steady 
conversion of its farm land to residential use, accom- 
panied by an explosive population buildup. Excellent 
freeways and other routes have been constructed to 
carry residents to work in Los Angeles and Long Beach. 
Most of the county communities are residential with 
shopping centers the most important commercial 
activity. Electronics is the chief industry in Orange 
County. 

Commercial National Bank is located in Buena Park, 
a community 22 miles southeast of Los Angeles and 10 
miles northwest of Santa Ana. The population is 
62,000, having increased from 5,500 since 1953 when 
Buena Park was incorporated. The city is essentially 
residential with the usual pattern of scattered shopping 
centers. About 2,000 residents now work in local in- 
dustrial firms and the community has areas reserved 
for further industrial development. 

Since it opened in 1964, the Commercial National 
Bank has established a branch in Anaheim, 7 miles 
east of the head office. It has approval to open another 
branch in Santa Ana, about 10 miles away. Applicant 
bank, with IPC deposits of $4.1 million, holds not 
quite 9 percent of the local depoats and loans. 

Westminster, about 35 miles southeast of Los Ange- 
les, has a population of 53,000; when the city was 
incorporated in 1957, it was 10,800. It also is a residen- 
tial commxmity with many residents who commute 
to work in northwest Orange County and southern 
Los Angeles County. 

The Westminster National Bank, with IPC deposits 


of $2.7 million, has only 3.5 percent of the deposits and 
loans in its area. Its earnings have been poor due to 
excessive loan losses and heavy occupancy expenses. 
There has been a deficiency of executive management 
in the bank. 

The head offices of the merging banks are about 
6.5 miles apart and the branches of the applicant 
bank will be 9-11 miles away from the merging office. 
There is little or no competition between the offices 
since numerous offices of other banks are located be- 
tween them. One or more branches of billion-dollar 
banks are situated within a mile of all the offices of the 
resulting bank. All banks in direct competition with 
the subject banks are larger than the resulting bank. 
The resultant bank will have about 6 percent of the 
deposits and loans in the combined service area, which 
has a population of about 335,000. It will also face 
competition from nonbank financial institutions which 
are active in the area. 

More services can be provided by the merged bank 
which will enable it to continue the attraction of the 
applicant bank for the small household account. 
About 90 percent of the deposit structure of both 
banks is made up of such accounts and it is in this area 
that they can compete most effectively against large 
chain banks. The loan portfolios of both banks wiU 
complement each other. The Commercial National 
Bank will expand its auto leasing plan to the new of- 
fice and acquire an escrow department from it. It will 
also be able to provide much needed qualified and re- 
sponsible executive management 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest, and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

Septembers, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Commercial National Bank (“Commercial”) 
proposes to merge with the Westminster National Bank 
(“Westminster”) . Both banks were organized in 1964. 
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Commercial has one branch in Anaheim and an ap- 
proved but unopened branch in Santa Ana. Westmins- 
ter has been denied permission to open a branch. 

The banks are located in primarily residential com- 
munities in Orange County, which is an area south of 
Los Angeles, undergoing transformation from an agri- 
cultural to an industrial based economy. 

The main (and closest) offices of Commercial and 
Westminster are about 6 miles apart. There are 27 
offices of eight banks in the immediate vicinity of Com- 
mercial’s head office in Buena Park. Westminster com- 
petes with 22 offices of eight banks in the environs of 
its locale. 


The business of each bank consists primarily of in- 
dividual household accounts and mortgage and com- 
mercial and industrial loans. Considering their geo- 
graphical proximity and the general nature of their 
business, it appears that some direct competition be- 
tween the two baxrks will be eliminated by the proposed 
merger. 

On the other hand, Commercial and Westminster 
combined hold only about 1 percent of the total IPC 
demand deposits within Orange County, the relevant 
geographic market for analysis. The effect of this 
meiger upon banking concentration in Orange County 
would, therefore, appear to be slight 


The First National Bank of Butte, Butte, Mont., and Daly National Bank of Anaconda, Anaconda, 

Mont. 


Name of bank and type <f transac^n 


Banking ^es 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


The First National Bank Bune, Butte, Mont. (2566), with 

and Daly National Bank of Anaconda, Anaconda, Mont. (15540), which had . 
consolidated Oct. 13, 1967, under charter of Daly National Bank of Anaconda 
and with title "Fint National Bank.” The consolidated bank at date of 
consolidation had 


$18,187,497 1 

11,708,987 1 

30,041,401 


2 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 1, 1966, TTie First National Bank of 
Butte, Butte, Mont., and the Daly National Bank 
of Anaconda, Anaconda, Mont, applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
consolidate under the charter of the latter and with 
the title ’‘First National Bank.” 

Butte, with a population of 27,500, is the county 
seat of Silver Bow County which has a population of 
46,000. Mining, with copper and zinc the leading ex- 
tracts, is the primary source of income. Agriculture 
and increasing tourism contribute heavily to the 
economy of the area. 

Anaconda, with a population of 12,000, is the county 
seat of Deer Lodge County which has a populadon 
of 19,000. It is located 25 miles northwest of Butte 
in the same mountainous area. Its economy depends 
primarily on the mining industry but tlie county also 
contftinR a substantial numb(^ of farms and randies 
averaging over 2,000 acres in size. 

The First Natiensd Bank of Butto, %rith IPC deposits 
of $16.2 million, was organized in 1877 as a private 
bank and received a National charter in 1881, It does 
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not operate any branch offices. Primary competition 
is derived from the $44 million Metals Bank & Trust 
Go. of Butte, the $11.4 million Miners Bank of 
Montana, and the $4.7 million Security Bank of Butte, 
all located in Butte. The $186.3 million Prudential 
Federal Savings & Loan Association of Salt Lake, 
Utah, which operates a branch office in Butte, must 
also be considered a strong competitor. 

Daly National Bank of Anaconda, with IPC deposits 
of $9.9 million, was chartered as a State bank in 1883 
and converted to a National bank in 1965. It does not 
operate any branch offices. It is a subsidiary of North- 
west Bancorporation and is the only bank located in 
Anaconda. 

The First National Bank of Butte is presently faced 
with the problem of providing competent manage- 
ment Ruccesrion. The present management team is of 
advanced years and is contemplating retirement; no 
competent succession is available within the present 
ranks of the bank’s personnel. Aggressive candidates 
for managensent posksens haree. been diseuuiagcd due 
to the bank’s ultraconservative policies and lack of 
modem operating procedures. 
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Loan volume and deposit growth of The First Na- 
tional Bank of Butte Fleets its lack of aggressiveness 
and is evidence of its weak competitive position in 
Silver Bow C!ounty. Ranked second in total resources, 
it is fourth in loan volume with 22.5 percent of total 
deposits represented by loans, as compared to 60.4, 
59 and 58.2 percent of the other Butte banks. 
About three-fourths of First National’s loan volume 
is from outside the State. During the last 5 calendar 
years it has experienced the smallest dqwsit growth 
of any of the Butte banks. 

The prcsCTit lending policies of the First National 
Bank of Butte leave the consumer v.^holly unserved. It 
seldom makes auto loans, home improvemoat loans, 
personal loans, retail consumer loans, and real estate 
mortgage loans. All of these factors lead to the con- 
clusion that the First National Bank of Butte is re- 
luctant to serve adequately the needs of the public 
and to compete effectively with the other area banks. 

Daly National Bank has a competent and energetic 
staff, balanced by age, experience, and knowledge of 
the area. The volume, diversity, and types of loans of- 
fered by this bank indicate service to aU classes of the 
banking public in its area. Its deposit growth has been 
steady and the loan-to-deposit ratio compares favor- 
ably to banking industry averages. 

Due to their geographical location there is little, if 
any, competition between the participating banks. Be- 
cause Daly is the only bank in Anaconda, effectuation 
of the consolidation would not have any adverse com- 
petitive effect in the area now served by that bank. 

On consummation of this consolidation, the resulting 
bank plans to operate the office of the First National 
Bank of Butte as a branch. By this means, the resulting 
bank will bring to the area a new banking institution 
with higher lending limits which will permit the offer- 
ing of larger credit lines to tlie cuiiiiimnity. Home and 
installment loans, not now offered by The First Na- 
tional Bank of Butte, will be among the services to be 


offered by the resulting bank and will intensify the 
competition among the banks located in Butte. 

This propc^al is not without its opponents who have 
challenged the right of the re-snlting hank to continue 
to operate the office of the Butte bank as a branch. 
On November 23, 1966, the Superintendent of Banks 
of the State of Montana, the Security Bank and the 
Miners Bank of Montana, N.A., filed a complaint 
(C.A. No. 1444) in the U.S, District Court for the 
District of Montana, Butte Division, against the 
Comptroller of the Currency to enjew the issuance of 
a certificate for and the operation of TTie First National 
Bank of Butte as a branch of the resulting hank after 
consummation of the proposal. On November 25, 
1966, a stipulation was filed in the court whereby 
the Comptroller agreed to give plaintiffs 7 days 
notice prior to the issuance of the certificate evidencing 
his approval. The legal memoranda submitted by the 
applicants and protestants on the Issue presented by 
the pending litigation have been contidered. 

Applying the statutory criteria to tiiis proposal, 
which appears to be lawful under Federal and State 
statutes, it is concluded that the proposal is in the pub- 
lic interest, and the application is, therefore, approved. 

March 16, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Daly National Bank of Anaconda, Anaconda, 
Mont, witli assets of $12,416,000, proposed to con- 
solidate with The First National Bank of Butte, Butte, 
Mont., with ^sets of $19,353,000. 

The business of the banks, with minor exceptions, 
is restricted to their home counties. Apparently no sig- 
nificant competition exists between them. 

It is concluded that the proposed consolidation will 
not materially alter the competitive situation in either 
of the areas served by the applicant banks and will 
not have an adverse effect on competition. 


The National Bank of Waterville, Watervtlle, N.Y., and The Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. 
OF Cental New York, Utica, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

A'ame of barik arid type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The National Bank of Waterville, Waterville, N.Y. (1361), with 

and The Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central New York, Utica, N.Y. 

(1TQ2) which had 

$5, 626, 571 

253, 977, 318 

21 


merged Oct. 17, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (1392). The 

of • r....- 

259,603,889 

1 


22 
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comptroller’s decision 

On July 6, 1967, the $219 million The Oneida Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Central New York, Utica, 
N.Y., and the $5 million The National Bank of Water- 
ville, Waterville, N.Y., applied to the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

The charter bank, organized in 1836, presently op- 
erates 21 offices in the Utica-Rome Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area, which is comprised of Oneida 
and Herkimer counties. Fourteen of the offices are 
located in Oneida County and seven are located in 
Herkimer County. The bank, the largest commercial 
bank in this two-county area, is a soundly managed 
institution, well experienced in branch operations. It 
offers a broad range of banking services, including 
trust and computer services, which would be made 
available to the banking public in WaterviUe through 
the operation of the merging bank as a branch office. 
The two aforementioned counties comprise only one- 
third of New York State’s Sixth Banking District and 
in this area the bank is the third largest commercial 
bank with about 15 percent of total area deposits. 

The economy of the Utica-Rome Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area is well diversified between in- 
dustry and agriculture. There are over 400 industries 
located in the area which is one of the leading dairy 
farming regions in the State and in the country. Utica, 
with a population of about 100,000, is the county seat 
and largest city in Oneida County. Two divisions of 
General Electrical Gorp. are located in Utica along 
with other sizable industrial concerns, which play an 
important role in the economy of the area. In the field 
of agriculture, although dairy farming plays the major 
role, poultry and cash crops are also important. Rome, 
with a population of approximately 52,000, is about 15 
miles west of Utica. Some of the area’s major industrial 
concerns are located here, including Griffiss Air Force 
Base, which is the largest employer in the Upper Mo- 
hawk Valley area and one of the most important in 
the State. The Oneida County Airport is midway be- 
tween Utica and Rome and is the home base of Mo- 
hawk Airlines, the largest regional airline in the United 
States. The Oneida County Industrial Development 
Corp. has a plot of 250 acres of land available for 
development adjoining the Oneida County Airport, 
with another 250 acres to be made available in the 
future. The area has also enjoyed excellent population 
growth and the outlook for the future is very good. 

The merging bank, organized in 1838, is a single- 
unit bank offering limited services to its small rural 

no 


community. The bank is presently faced with a serious 
management succession problem because its president, 
the only active executive officer, has recently resigned. 
The bank, because of its limited earning base, is having 
difficulty in attracting new and competent manage- 
ment. Due to its limited lending capabilities, the bank 
has been unable to adequately provide for the credit 
needs of its community. Its number of farm loans has 
declined even though the bank is located in a gen- 
erally prosperous agricultural area. Earnings have also 
suffered. 

Waterville, with a population of about 1,900, is a 
village located in the southwest comer of Oneida 
County and approximately 16 miles from Utica, It is 
a small country community situated in an excellent 
agricultural area. There are a number of small busi- 
nesses and retail stores located in or near WaterviUe. 
The main industry in the community is the Waterville 
Knitting Mill, Inc., a division of Barclay Knitwear, 
Inc., of New York City, As the average capital invest- 
ment in dairy farms in this area is usually large, and 
the National Bank of Waterville cannot provide the 
resulting credit needs, the farmers are forced to seek 
credit from other lending institutions located else- 
where. Moreover, the credit needs of area farmers are 
going to become increasingly greater as more farms and 
farm operations are mechanized and as the size of 
farm operations grows. 

Competition in the two-county area is provided by 
other commercial banks and particularly by the $148 
million Marine Midland Trust Co. of the Mohawk 
Valley, Utica, N.Y., operating 1 1 branch offices, which 
is a subsidiary of the Marine Midland Corp,, the third 
largest bank holding company in the country. Mutual 
savings banks in the area, particularly the $195 million 
Savings Bank of Utica, strongly compete for both 
sa’rings deposits and mortgage loans. Intensive com- 
petition for the savings dollar is also provided by the 
many savings and loan associations, credit unions, sales 
finance companies, and personal loan companies op- 
erating in the area. 

The addition of $5 miUion in assets to the charter 
bank will have no competitive effect upon other fi- 
nancial institutions. Although the service areas of the 
two participating banks overlap, there is no effective 
competition between them due to the difference in 
size and the type of services provided. The merging 
bank offers very restricted services and, with its lim- 
ited banking capability, is unable to provide adequately 
for the credit needs of its community. The branch of 
the charter bank closest to the merging bank is in 
Sauquiol^ 9 miles to the northeast. Other commercial 
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banks near to Waterville are the First Trust & Deposit 
Co. in Oriskany Falls, approximately 4 miles west, 
and the Hayes National Bank in Clinton, about U 
miles north. 

Consummation of this merger, in addition to solving 
the management succession problem in the merging 
bank, will provide Waterville with a bank better able 
to serve the needs and conveniences of the com- 
munity. The greater lending limit and more extensive 
range of banking services to be made conveniently 
available to Waterville residents is clearly m the public 
interest. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

September 14, 1967. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
New York, Utica, Oneida County, N.Y., proposes to 
merge the National Bank of Waterville, Waterville, 
Oneida Coxmty, N.Y. 

The level of concentration in the Oneida-Herkimer 


County market is high, with Oneida Bank and its next 
largest competitor controlling about 83 percent of total 
area dep>osits and loans. 

The merger or acquisition of 11 banks in this two- 
county area by Oneida Bank (9) and Marine Midland 
Trust Co. of the Mohawk Valley (2) over the past 
12 years has contributed significantly to the present 
high level of concentration in the area. The planned 
consolidation of Waterville with Oneida Bank would 
further increase such concentration, although the per- 
centage increase would not be large. Expressed in 
terms of IPC demand deposits within the two-county 
area, the market share of Oneida Bank would increase 
from 55^ to about 57 percent as a result of the pro- 
posed merger. 

Waterville Bank’s single office is situated within 9-12 
miles of three of Oneida Bank’s 20 branch offices, 
which are located in both Oneida and Herkimer 
counties. There is undoubtedly some existing compe- 
tition between these offices of the two banks which 
would be eliminated by the proposed merger, although 
each bank specializes In somewhat different types of 
loan business. 

* 


Audubon National Bank, Audubon, N.J., and Haddonfield National Bank, Haddonfield, N.J, 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

Tto he 
opeated 

Audubon National Bank, Audubon NJ ni44fi) with . . . . 

$19, 733, 636 
67, 316, 202 

1 

1 1 


and Haddonfield National Bank, Haddonfield, N.J. (14457), which had 

merged Oct. 20, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (14457) and with title 

' 5 


“Colonial National Bank.*’ The merged bank at date of merger had 

87, 049, 838 


6 


comptroller’s decision 

On July 17, 1967, the $65 million Haddonfield Na- 
tional Bank, Haddonfield, N.J., and the $19 million 
Audubon National Bank, Audubon, N.J., applied to 
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter of the former and 
with the title of “Colonial National Bank,” 

Both banks are located in Camden County, which 
is part of the large Philadelphia-Camden metroi>olitan 
district. The communities of Haddonfield and Audu- 
bon in Camden County, where the participating banks 
are located, adjoin each other and are segments of the 
suburban area surrounding the city of Camden. These 
areas have been historically and economically linked 


to each other. For many years, the county was mostly 
undeveloped, with primary reliance on agriculture. 
However, ^riculture has been on the decline over the 
years as industrial development took place along the 
Delaware River, with Camden and Philadelphia at the 
center of this growth. The major industries in the 
county are food packaging, electronics, shipbuilding, 
transport equipment, fabricated metal products, 
chemicals, and paper. In this wide range of economic 
growth, residential development has been the fastest 
growing activity and has followed the population shift 
to the suburbs, which has been experienced in the 
county since World War II. Contributing to the prog- 
ress of this area and to southern New Jersey as a whole 
is the mass transit development now underway. 
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Haddoniield, with a population of about 13,000, is 
entirely residential, with a fine retail shopping area. 
The population of Haddonheld has increased by less 
than 500 in the last 10 years. Since the new high-speed 
rail line from southern New Jersey to Philadelphia will 
have one of its major stops in Haddoniield, it is ex- 
pected that the area will share in the anticipated 
growth of business activities to result from the mass 
transit development. 

The charter bank, organized in 1942, presently op- 
erates five offices. It ranks third in size among the 
commercial banks located in Camden County, with 9.6 
percent of total deposits and 8 percent of total loans. 
The bank, which is almost completely automated and 
effectively departmentalized, offers a complete line of 
banking services, including trust services. It makes all 
types of mor^jage loans, including FHA and VA 
guaranteed loans, as well as college tuition loans un- 
der the New Jersey Higher Education Financing 
Plan — ^a type of loan not made by the merging institu- 
tion. The bank, which has pioneered in a number of 
customer bank services, is community oriented and 
participates in many civic activities. The bank has a 
good management-training program and a full-time 
auditing staff, both of which are lacking at the merg- 
ing bank. 

Audubon, with a population of about 10,000, is 
almost completely residential. While it has the usual 
business and service facilities of a suburban commun- 
ity, they are not as extensive as those in Haddonfield. 

The merging bank, organized in 1919, is a single- 
unit bank offering limited services. It is a relatively 
small institution conservatively run. It has done little 
to attract new business and does not take part in com- 
munity activities. The bank has a low loan volume, its 
cheekily accounts are neither numbered nor are its 
checks magnetically encoded. Its trust department is 
relatively inactive and no attempts have been made to 
attract additional business. Although it is a well-man- 
aged bank, it will eventually suffer from changing 
conditions unless it is able to expand its services to the 
community and to incre<ise its lending ability. If it is 
to remain independent, it must modernize its facilities 
and expand its space which will entail a significant 
expense and reduction in profits. Tlie bank presently 
ranks seventh in size amoi^ the commercial banks 
located in Camden County with 2.9 percent of total 
deposits and 1.7 percent of total loans. The bank is 
also faced with a management succession problem as 
its chief executive officer is due to retire. This situation 
will be remedied if the banks meige. 

Camden County is served by 10 commercial banks 
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with a total of 54 offices. The two largest banks are 
the $251 million Camden Trust Co., with 16 offices, 
37.9 percent of total deposits and 43.3 percent of total 
loans in the county, and the $222 million First Camden 
National Bank & Trust Co., with 18 offices, 33.9 per- 
cent of total deposits and 33.8 percent of total loans 
in the county. The participating banks feel the strong 
competition provided by these two large banks, whose 
offices are well located throughout the county. Since 
m(»t of the residents of Haddonfield and Audubon are 
employed in Philadelphia, competition is also provided 
by the large banks located there. These banks actively 
solicit business in Camden County. Additionally, in 
Camden County, there arc nine savings and loan as- 
sociationsi, 32 credit unions, four sales finance com- 
pany offices, and 22 offices of personal loan companies 
competing for the savings dollar. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will have a 
minimal effect on overall competition. The resulting 
banks, with 12.5 percent of total deposits and 9.7 
percent of total loans, will still rank third in size among 
the banks in Camden County. It will be, however, in 
a better position to compete with the large banks and 
to utilize more efficiently the resources of the com- 
bined institutions. The increased volume of business 
placed in automation will reduce the unit cost to 
process items resulting in a more ^cient overall 
operation. 

Although the service areas of the two participating 
banks overlap, there is no effective competition be- 
tween them. The merging bank offers very restricted 
services and with its limited lending ability is unable 
to attract new busine^; nor has it actively solicited any. 
On the other hand, consummation of this merger, in 
addition to solving the management succession prob- 
lem in the merging bank, will provide Audubon with 
a bank better able to serve the needs and convenience 
of the community. The greater lending limit and more 
extensive range of batiking services to be made con- 
veniently available in Audubon is clearly in the public 
interest 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to be in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

September 12, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger would consolidate Haddon- 
fidd National Bank with Audubon National Bank, both 
in Camden County, N.J. 

It is evident that Audubon National and Haddon- 
field National are direct competitors since their nearest 
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offices are only miles apart. The proposed merger 
would, of course, eliminate this competition. 

Within Camden County, the merger would result 
ill au lucicdiic in tile market sliarc (expressed in terms 
of IPC demand deposits) of Haddoniield National 


Bank from 8 to 1 1 percent, and the bank’s market share 
would be greater within the narrower Haddonheld- 
Audubon area. Thus, the merger would further in- 
crease emoentration in aa sdcaaidy highly conceutrated 
area. 


Bank of Lilungton, Lilungton, N.C., and First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, 

Jacksonville, N.C. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Bank of Lillington, Lillington, N.G., with 

$3,908,384 

66,862,921 

70,771,305 

1 

j 


and First National Bark <rf Eastern North Carolina, Jacksonville, N.C. 
(14676), which had 

20 


merged Oct. 20, 1967, under charter and tide of the latter bank (14676). 
The merged bank at date of merger bad 

21 




comptroller’s decision 

On July 19, 1967, the First National Bank of East- 
ern North Carolina, Jacksonville, N.C., and the Bank 
of Lillington, Lillington, N.C., applied to the Office 
of the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
former. 

The First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina 
was organized in 1952 in Jacksonville, the county seat 
of Onslow County, which is in the southeastern section 
of North Carolina. Jacksonville has a population of 
19,000, having grown from a population of 3,900 in 
1950. The diversified economy around Jacksonville in- 
cludes Marine Corps operations at Camp Lejeune, ag- 
riculture, seafood processing, textiles, and diversified 
manufacturing. 

The charter bank, which has IPC deposits of $39.6 
million, has its head office and three branches in Jack- 
sonville and 17 other branches outside the Jacksonville 
area. Sixteen of these branches are in 1 1 other counties. 
Most of the offices, only two of which were acquired 
through merger, are in the eastern and central parts 
of the State in agricultural communities with popula- 
tions of less than 5,000. Since 1962 the First National 
Bank of Eastern North Carolina has more than tripled 
the size of its resources, deposits, and loans. 

The Bank of Lillington was organized in 1903 in 
Lillington, a community in the c^fr.r of the State and 
105 miles northwest of Jacksonville. Lillington, with a 
population of 1,242, and the county seat of Harnett 
County, is devoted principally to agriculture with flue- 


cured tobacco, com, small grains, truck crops, and live- 
stock as the principal products. Though Lillington it- 
self has no industry, there is some industrial activity 
elsewhere in the county. 

The Bank of Lillington, with IPC deposits of $2.7 
million, is a unit bank. The only other banking office 
in Lillington Is a branch of Southern National Bank 
of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.C. The Bank of 
Lillington also competes directly with branches of two 
other large banks. The resources and deposits of the 
merging bank have declined since 1952. This problem 
has been coupled with a lack of continuity of manage- 
ment which was recently aggravated by the death of 
its chief executive officer. 

The First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina 
has a branch in Dunn, which, though located in Har- 
nett County, is 18 miles from Lillington. This branch 
competes with the merging bank only for public de- 
posits of the county. The degree of competition be- 
tween the banks is otherwise limited because of the 
distances separating them and the availability of sev- 
eral other banks in the intervening area. Clearly the 
merger will have no appreciable effect on competi- 
tion in the entire trade area. The resultant bank, with 
only 1.5 percent of the deposits and loans in the en- 
tire trade ai^ea, will have a smaller percentage of the 
total deposits and loans in the county than two other 
larger banks. It will also faice significant competition 
from savings and loan association? and other financial 
institutions in the county. 

Since the economy is expanding in Harnett County, 
the resulting bank can better serve the commercial 
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and agricultural needs of lillington, with its larger 
lending limit, and with the influence of a capsdDle and 
aggressive management. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest, and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

September 20, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina 
(“First National”) proposes to merge with the Bank 
of Lillington, Lillington, N.G. 

The Lillington area still is principally devoted to 
agriculture — ^including flue-cured tobacco, com, small 
grain, truck crops, and livestock. Lillington (popular 
tion, 1,242) is the county seat of Harnett County 
(population, 48,236), a county with six banks and 10 
banking offices located in the central section of the 
State. 

* 


First National maintains a branch at Dunn in Har- 
nett County, 18 miles from Bank of Lillington. Ac- 
cording to the application, the Dunn branch holds $2.7 
million of total deposits and competes with Bank of 
Lillington for public deposits by the county. Otherwise, 
the degree of competition between these banks is ap- 
parently limited because of the distances involved and 
the availability of several banks in the intervening 
areas. Thus, the proposed merger would eliminate a 
very small independent bank, which has recently suf- 
fered from some management and financial problems, 
and which only competes with the acquiring bank to a 
limited d^^ree. 

The proposed merger would involve a significant 
increase in banking concentration in Harnett County. 
First National’s Dunn branch accounts for about 12 
percent of the county’s total deposits and Bank of 
Lillington accounts for about 13 percent. 


First National Bank of Montesano, Montesano, Wash., and National Bank of Washington, Tacoma, 

Wash. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First National Bank in \fontesano, Ivfontesano, Wash. (5472), with 

$6, 273, 796 
369, 156, 153 

375, 397, 696 

j 


National Bank of Wajihington, Tamma, Wash. whirh had ... 

39 


merged Oct. 20, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (3417). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

40 





comptroller’s decision 

On July 17, 1967, the First National Bank of Mon- 
tesano, Montesano, Wash., with IPC deposits of $1.6 
million, and the National Bank of Washington, 
Tacoma, Wash., with IPC deposits of $102.4 million, 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

Montesano, with an estimated population of 2,660 
is located on the Olympic peninsula, approximately 70 
miles southwest of Tacoma, Wash. The economy of 
the area is based chiefly on lumber and lumber 
products. 

Tacoma, the third largest city in Washington, with 
a population in excess of 150,000, is located on Puget 
Sound about 33 miles south of Seattle. Traditionally 
its economic base has been derived from the forest 
products industry but more recently has been expanded 
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to include food processing and various manufacturing 
industries. 

The National Bank of Washington, a statewide sys- 
tem, has 40 branches. Its nearest office to the First 
National Bank of Montesano is located in Hoquiam, 
14 miles west of Montesano. 

The principal competition to the charter bank is pro- 
vided by the three largest banks in the State, each of 
which operates a statewide branching system; the 
Seattle-First National Bank, with $1,650 million in 
assets, the National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, with 
$898 rmUion in assets, and the Peoples National Bank 
of Washington, with $363 million in assets. While there 
would be a slight increase in the level of banking con- 
centration in the State of Washington as a result of this 
merger, the overall effect on banking concentration 
would be minimal. 
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Competition in the service area of the merging bank 
is provided by a branch in Montesano of the National 
Bank of Seattle as well as by two other branches of 
this bank within a 10-mile radius. Also providing com- 
petition are a branch of the Seattle-First National 
Bank located witliin a 10-mile radius and a branch 
office of the Capital Savings & Loan Association, 
Olympia, Wash., with branch office deposits of $1.2 
million. Since there are virtually no common depositors 
or boiToweis, consummation of the proposed merger 
will result in only a minimal lessening of competition. 

The lending capacity of the resulting bank will en- 
able it to be more responsive to the credit needs of the 
Montesano area, which the merging bank is presently 
unable to meet. In addition, the people of the Mon- 
tesano area will benefit from the charter bank’s trust 
department, investment department, and data proc- 
essing facilities. Furthermore, the charter bank will 
infuse more dynamic and experienced leadership into 
the Montesano office and will provide for management 
succession. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

September, 15, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Bank of Washington (“Tacoma Bank”), 
a large branch bank, proposes to acquire First National 
Bank in Montesano (“Montesano Bank”), a unit 
bank. 

The area principally affected by the proposed 
merger is Grays Harbor County, which is situated in 
the Olympic Peninsula approximately 70 miles west of 
Tacoma, where Tacoma Bank’s head office is located. 


Montesano (population 2,468), where Montesano 
Bank has its only office, is the county seat of Grays 
Harbor County. The county has a population of 
56,990 — ^with the largest centers being Aberdeen (pop- 
ulation 18,741) and Hoquiam (population 10,762), 
two adjoining communities approximately 10 and 14 
miles from Montesano. The county’s principal industry 
is forestry and wood products, but agriculture is im- 
portant also. 

Six banks operate 10 offices in Grays Harbor County. 
These include three lai^e Seattle-based banks. In Mon- 
tesano there are two banking offices; Montesano Bank’s 
sole office and a branch of the State’s largest bank. Na- 
tional Bank of Commerce. Thus the proposed merger 
would eliminate the only remaining independent bank 
in Montesano, 

Tacoma Bank has a branch (acquired by merger 
in December 1966) located in Hoquiam, 14 miles west 
of Montesano; this is one of the two banks in Hoquiam. 
The amount of direct competition between it and Mon- 
tesano Bank may well be somewhat limited in view of 
the distance and the presence of Aberdeen (with two 
banks) in between Hoquiam and Montesano. 

The proposed merger would significantly increase 
the concentration of banking resources in Grays Har- 
bor County. Tacoma Bank’s Hoquiam branch accounts 
for about 8 percent of both total deposits and IPG 
demand deposits in the county. Acquisition of Monte- 
sano Bank would increase Tacoma Bank’s share of total 
deposits by about 8 percent and IPC demand deposits 
by about 6 percent. 

In summary, the proposed merger, involving the 
State’s fourth largest bank, would eliminate some 
direct competition between the meiging banks and 
would significantly increase banking concentration in 
Grays Harbor County. 


* * * 


Farmers Bank of Simpsonville, Simpsonville, S.C., and The Peoples National Bank of Greenville, 

Greenville, S.C. 




Banking offices 

Name of bemk and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Farmers Bank of Simpannville Simpsonville S O with 

$4, 643, 493 
67, 975,417 

71,943, 098 

2 


and The Peoples National Bank, fi-reenville, S.O. flOfi/l.’i), which had 

11 


merged Oct, 21, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bade (10635), The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

13 
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comptroller’s decision 

On July 24, 1967, the Farmers Bank of Simpson- 
ville, SimpsonvUle, S.G., with IPG deposits of $3.3 
million, and The Peoples National Bank of Greenville, 
Greenville, S.C., with IPG deposits of $48.1 million, 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the latter. 

Greenville, S.C., home of the charter bank, is the 
county seat of GreenvUle County and the trading and 
supply center for the western portion of the State. 
The city has a population of approximately 66,188 and 
serves a trade area with an estimated population of 
140,000. Greenville is the second laigest city in the 
State and is the leading industrial metropolitan area 
with numerous textiles and other diversified manu- 
facturing plants. Unemployment in the area is low 
and there is evidence of a stable and expanding 
economy. 

The charter bank, which commenced buaness in 
1887, under a State diarter, converted to a National 
bank in 1914. It presently operates nine branclies. ITie 
bank has been aggressive and alert to its responsibility 
to furnish the legitimate credit needs and other banking 
services to the people in its area. Competition in this 
area is intense and is provided primarily by the Citizens 
and Southern National Bank of South Carolina, with 
total resources of $227.9 million; the South Carolina 
National Bank, with total resources of $446 million; 
and the Southern Bank & Trust Go., a State-chartered 
institution with resources of $30 million. The city is 
now served by four banks with 23 banking offices. In 
addition, the competition from savings and loan as- 
sociations is strong throughout the area. Greenville 
is the home of the largest savings and loan association 
in the State, Fidelity Federal Savings & Loan Associa- 
tion, with total resources in excess of $70 million. 

Simpsonville, S.C, with a population of approxi- 
mately 6/K)0, io located in the lower pail uf Gi'eenviHe 
County, approximately 7 miles from GreeiivUle, 8 miles 
south of Interstate Highway 85 and 5 miles west of 
U.S. Highway 276. This town serves ^ul iimuediaUs 
area with a radius of approximately 5 miles and a sec- 
ondar)^ ?.rea witii a radius of about 8 miles with <m 
estimated population of 11,000. 

The merging bank was organized on August 14, 
1914, and presently operates one branch. Growth has 
been unimpressive and the bank has failed to take ad- 
vantage of the many new opportunities available in 
the expanding local economy. Practically all of the 
corporate and industrial business near Simpsonvillc is 
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being served by competing statewide branch banks. 
The bank presently encounters vigorous competition 
from two branches of the Southern Bank & Trust Go. 
and one branch of the South Carolina National Bank. 

Since the trade area of the merging bank does not 
extend beyond the inunediate trade area of Simpson- 
ville and, because the charter bank does not maintain 
any offices in that community, there is no competition 
which may be affected adversely by consummation 
of the proposed merger. 

The proposal would provide aggressive and progres- 
sive management to the merging bank’s area in ade- 
quate strength and depth. The convenience and needs 
of the people in the Simpsonville area would be better 
served by the proposal in that convenient, modem 
banking facilities would be provided by the resulting 
bank. Larger installment loan services, full trust serv- 
ices, a larger lending limit and in general, more so- 
phisticated banking services will be made available as 
a result of this merger. 

Applying the .statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
proposal is in the. public intere-st, and the application 
is, therefore, approved, 

September 20, 1967. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Peoples National Bank (“Peoples”) is the fifth larg- 
est commercial bank in terms of depotits, in South 
Carolina, and it currently operates 11 offices. Farmers 
Bank of Simpsonville (‘Tanners”) operates its head 
office in Simpsonville and has one branch office located 
in Mauldin. 

Seven commercial banks now compete in Green- 
ville County (an expanding area with a 1966 popula- 
tion of 234,600) , with Peoples ranking second in size 
and Fanners sixth. 

The elftsest branches cf the merging banks (in Maul- 
din and Greenville) are some 5 miles apart, and Uieii* 
head offices about 0 miles apart. Slurpsuiiville and 
Mauldin arc connected witli Greenville by a major 
highway; there arc no intervening towns. For lesiJeiilJi 
of Simpsonvillc and Mauldin, Peoples and Fanueis 
would appear to rcpiYScnt alle/nativc mjuxccs Xui most 
commercial bank services. Approval of the proposed 
merger would result in the elimination of tiiis direct 
competition between the two banks. 

Also, since South Carolina law permits statewide 
branch banking, the proposed merger would elimi- 
nate the possibility of de novo branching by Peoples 
into Simpsonvillc or Mauldin. Sadr brandling would 
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not cause any loss of competitive alternatives in these 
expanding banking markets, in contrast to the pro- 
posed merger. 

Banking concentration has been rising in Greenville 
County, and the number of banking alternatives sys- 
tematically reduced, through successive continuous ac- 
quisitions of small but growing banks. Thus, as of June 
30, 1964, 10 banks had offices in Greenville County, 
with the largest three banks (including Peoples) hold- 
ing 77 percent of the total deposits. Now there are 
only seven separate banks in the count>’ and the same 


three banks hold about 81.5 percent of total county 
deposits. 

The proposed merger would increase the already 
high level of banking concentration within the county 
and reduce the number of banks in the county to she. 
The merger would also increase Peoples* share of total 
county deposits from 27 to 28.9 percent and its share 
of I PC demand deposits from 28.8 to 30.6 percent. 

We believe, accordingly, that the proposed merger 
would have adverse effects upon banking competition 
in Greenville County. 


Citizens Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., and Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, 

Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 




Banking ofices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Tot(d assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
\ operated 

Citizens Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., with 

$7, 637, 305 

157, 536, 594 

165, 183,405 

i 2 


and Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (13852), which 
had 

9 


merged Oct. 25, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (13852). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


11 





comptroller’s decision 

On April 18, 1967, the Citizens Bank of Wilkes- 
Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., with IPC deposits of $5.76 
million, and the Miners National Bank of Wilkes- 
Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., with IPC deposits of $117.8 
million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the latter, A hearing was held on this appli- 
cation in Wilkes-Barre on July 19, 1967. 

Wilkes-Barre is located in northeastern Pennsylvania, 
approximately 120 miles north-northwest of Philadel- 
phia and about the same distance west of New York 
City. The population of WUkes-BaiTe, which reached 
a high of 86,626 in 1930, has declined to its present 
63,000. Together with the city of Scranton, 18 miles 
north, Wilkes-Barre is the physical and economic hub 
of northeastern Pennsylvania, an area with more than 
1 million inhabitants. 

Once the anthracite center of the world, the north- 
eastern Pennsylvania area has been in a serious eco- 
nomic decline, which started with the depression in the 
1930s, was briefly interrupted by World War II, and 
continued until 1960. The anthracite coal industry, 
w^hich once provided the major source of employment 
in the entire region, has declined due to the competi- 


tion of oil and natural gas. As a reminder of coal’s 
dominance over the area, the entire valley in which 
Wilkes-Barre is located was dotted with “culm banks,** 
which are small mountains of coal dust, slate, and mine 
waste. Though the decline in mine employment was 
somewhat offset by the introduction of a large number 
of textile and garment factories which utilized female 
labor almost exclusively, Wilkes-Barre continued to be 
recognized officially as a depressed area with a serious 
labor oversupply and substantial unemployment. 

Under the aegis of the Greater Wilkes-Barre Cham- 
ber of Commerce, several corporations were created to 
attract new industry to Wyoming Valley by providing 
ready financing. Beginning in 1939, the Wyoming 
Valley Industrial Fund, Inc., was the first attempt by 
local leaders to cure the area’s economic blight. The 
Wyoming Valley Industrial Building Fund, Inc,, was 
chartered in 1940. These two corporations merged in 
1953 under the title of the Greater Wilkes-Barre In- 
dustrial Fund, Inc. This corporation continues to func- 
tion today in cooperation with the Pennsylvania In- 
dustrial Development Authority, which was established 
in 1956. The local Development Fund conducts solici- 
tations every 3 years and, to date, has collected $4.2 
million — a public contribution to the financing of new 
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industrifts. With the cooperation of the lamer Wilkes- 
i5arre and Scranton Hanks and the Pennsylvania In- 
dustrial Development Authority, the local Chamber 
of Gommerre has heen aWe to attract to the area such 
substantial national firms as T<s1ie Fay, PCA, FHer^ 
hard Faber, and Tops, amonor others. These finns have 
provided the solid employment base that has en- 
abled the area, for the first time since the depression, 
to look forward and to project an increase in popnla- 
don, jobs and overall economic activity. 

After the coal companies sold their culm banks, the 
complexion of the area changed. The development 
of the northeast extension of the Pennsylvania Turn- 
pike and the announcement of plans for the construc- 
tion on intersections of two major interstate high- 
ways No. 80 and No. 81 — made this area of culm 
banks commercially valuable. The culm banks were lev- 
eled and the land was graded. Within this area are now 
industrial plants, several large motels, nightclubs, ware- 
houses, wholesale finns, service companies, and a shop- 
ping center which have, in the last 6 years alone, 
contributed to an increase in real values of about $1 1 
million. Most of this development is within IVa miles 
of the Citizens Bank. 

Citizens Bank of Wilkes-Barre, which commenced 
business in 1910, is, in effect, a family-dominated bank. 
Originally located in a low- to medium-income neigh- 
borhood in the Pareons section of the city, the bank 
functioned for many years as a depository. It is a ccwm- 
imercial bank only in regard to a few very small busi- 
nesses in that area, such as a grocery store, a tavern, 
and other similar enterprises. Its type of operation is 
graphically demonstrated by the fact that this office, 
which is now operating ns a branch, is closed at lunch- 
■ime for its three employees’ convenience. 

The owners of Citizens Bank purchased a site in the 
culm bank section when the coal companies were sell- 
ing. In 1956, Citizens Bank opened its Kidder Street 
branch at this location; it is adjacent to the shopping 
center which is the focal point of the current industrial 
expansion. The branch was later converted to the main 
office of Citizens. Because of its location, and despite its 
undisputed inability to service any of the commercial 
enterprises in the area. Citizens* deposits increased from 
$3.5 million to $6 millicoi in a 10-ycar period. There 
IS no evidence in the record, nor docs this Office know 
of any fart to indicate that anything other than loca- 
lioTi and tr/tal lack of r.ompetitirm in the area lias been 
responsible for this growth. 

Citizens Bank has a serious management succession 
pmhlem. Not a sfngle one of i(.s five dii^BCtors has ever 
been a hanker by profession, and none, have aMeuipted 
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to manage a full-service iiislilution which the eon- 
veiiieiice and needs of die new business_, large and 
small, located in llm aiea ie»|iiire. Tliis board ha.s 
served as a pail-liiue and unpaid officc'i .staff c<f thr. 
bank. Its tup-paid officer and only full-time exeriitiva 
is the casliier; a lady who is expected to handle all 
crational details, no matter how small, 52 weeks of the 
year, fw $9,000, Despite her excelleiil banking educa- 
Uou and proven competence, her lending responsibility 
is limited to unsecured loans of less than $1,000. This 
woman, who has had serious illness, is profbaHly irre- 
placeable. Substantially all of Uie other members of the 
staff are paid only Uie minimum wage thereby causing 
an exceptionally high rate of turnover. 

There is little question that Citizens Bank is not a 
coriipetilive force either in the northeast Pennsylvania 
banking market or in Wilkes-Barre itself. Its inability 
to compete derives wholly from internal causes; its 
smallness in size, its conservative policies, its lack of 
officers and experienced staff, and its limited services. 
Because its lending limit is only $40,000, Citizens Bank 
would have had difficulty meeting the needs of its 
customers even if the management had been disposed 
to do so. The conservative lending policies of the in- 
stitution, concentrated on purchased paper and par- 
ticipations and sales of Federal funds, is of little, or no, 
assistance to llie growing economy. Its profits are il- 
lusory, for they have been squeezed out of overhead. 
Its lack of credit files reflects its indispositicai to func- 
tion competitively in the commercial arena. It has no 
internal audit procedure. Without reciting the many 
statistics available, it is clear that one of the primary 
functions of Citizens has been tlie cashing of checks, 
primarily paychecks of employees of nearby industries 
from which it derives about 1 2 percent of its income. 

Citizens Bank, then, is a small savings-type institu- 
tion, located in a section of Wilkes-Bairo which has 
no otlier convenient banking offices to afford it 
deposit competition. The nearest banking office is 
more than a mile away in Plains Township. It is ac- 
cessible only over a very poor road that crosses rail- 
way tiacks wliich are responsible for frequent traffic 
delays of up to 30 minutes; it is not a ready nor ac- 
ceptiible alternative. Anyone in the conummity requir- 
ing commercial bank services is required to pass Citi- 
zens and to drive to one of the four full-service banks 
in tile downtown area tliat is marked by narrow and 
congesied streets. By viiiue of its iiionopoly posilkm in 
a prime growth location, the deposits of Citizens have 
grown. 

Miners National, on the. other liand, is an aggres-slve, 
fjonipftlil.ive, full-seivice bank wliich has cuirtributed 
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substantially to the community development. Its offi- 
cers and directors have been prime movants in the 
creation of the Industrial Development Fund and in 
obtaining the many new industries which have been 
induced to locate in the area. The bank itself has been 
a contributor to this activity and has accepted its 
share of the responsibility for meeting the financial 
needs of these job-creating industries. The other three 
banks in Wilkes-Barre — Northeastern National, the 
largest bank in the region, must necessarily be included 
in any computations — and the $110 million savings 
and loan industry have also contributed to these proj- 
ects. Citizens, because of size and the character of the 
institution itself, cannot be considered a factor in the 
past or future economic development of the region. 
The merger will free its deposits for use in active real 
estate development, construction, and commercial 
lending which the area will require, in constantly in- 
creasing volume, for at least 13 years into the foresee- 
able future. 

Finally, branches in the immediate area have been 
approved for First National Bank and Wyoming Na- 
tional Bank. The former is in the same shopping area 
in which Citizens is located. The other, though 5 miles 
away, is essentially within the same industrial complex; 
it will be accessible via a high-speed, nonstop modem 
highway and will clearly compete for the business 
generated in the complex. Accordingly, this merger, 
when consummated, will, together with branch ap- 
provals, change the area into a competitive arena fea- 
turing three modem, aggressive and full-service banks. 
It will, mui cover, solve the serious management prob- 
lem faeing Citizens Bank, correct its internal banking 
procedures, better utilize the deposits for the benefit 
of the community, and give increased service to Par- 
sons residents. It will protect the Citizens Bank’s main 

* 


office from the deterioration which would occur if its 
present management were confronted with a branch of 
a ftill-service bank across the street 

Accordingly, on the facts before this Office, it is 
concluded that this proposed merger will provide the 
area served by Citizens with substantially better bank- 
ing services; and that, together with the aforemen- 
tioned branches, the benefits to the public deriving 
from the increase in actual competition and service will 
clearly justify the e limina tion of a noncompetitive 
entity which is not functioning as a full-service com- 
mercial bank and which has no prospects, from the 
record developed, of ever becoming one. 

Accordingly, this proposal clearly meets the statutory 
criteria; the public interest dictates its approval. The 
application to merge is, therefore, approved. 
September 22, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger of Miners National and 
Citizens Bank would unite two banks located only IJ/j 
miles apart in Wilkes-Barre, Pa., and eliminate a vigor- 
ous and rapidly growing independent competitor. 
There would also be a rise in concentration of com- 
mercial banking in the area. Miners National now has 
about 27 percent of IPG demand deposits in Luzerne 
County (i.e., the Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Area), Its merger with Citi- 
zens Bank would add another 1 percent to Miners Na- 
tional’s market share. The rise in concentration with- 
in the city of Wilkes-Barre alone would be higher, 
and tlie number of banking alternatives following the 
merger would be reduced from six to five in the city. 
Accordingly, we believe the proposed merger would 
have an adverse effect upon competition in the area of 
Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 


Morningside Savings Bank, Sioux City, Iowa, and The Live Stock National Bank of Sioux City, 

Sioux City, Iowa 




Banking offices 

^^ame of bank and type of iransactun 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

\{oming^dc Savings Bank, Sioux City, Iowa, with 

$8, 489, 509 

34, 096, 918 

42, 674,611 

2 


and The Live Stock National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux City, Iowa (5022), 
which ViaH 

1 


merged Oct. 31, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (5022) and title of 
“Northwestern National Bank of Sioux City.** The merged bank at date of 
merger had 


3 
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comptroller’s decision 

On July 24j 1967, Momingside Savings Bank, Sioux 
City, Iowa, and The Live Stock National Bank of 
Sioux City, Sioux City, Iowa, applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter of the latter and with the title of “North- 
western National Bank of Sioux City.” 

Sioux City, Iowa, with a population of 89,159, is the 
seat of Woodbury County located at the confluence of 
the Big Sioux and Missouri rivers in the northwest 
part of the State. It is an uiipui Uuxt r etail trade center 
and livestock marketing point for northwest Iowa, 
northeast Nebraska, and southeast South Dakota. The 
iive-county area comprising the relevant market is also 
heavily dependent upon agriculture and related in- 
dustry. 

The Live Stock National Bank of Sioux City, with 
IPC deposits of $16.3 million, was organized in 1895 
and is a subsidiary of Northwest Bancorporatictfi, 
Minneapolis, Minn. Operating its sole office in the 
heart of the Sioux City stockyards area, it serves 
primarily customers transacting business in this vidnity, 
as well as mnducting a substantial correspondent bank 
busine-ss, as an outgrowth of thdr close association 
with the central livestock market. The Live Stock 
National Bank of Sioux City has a strong earnings 
record, a substantial capital structure and possesses 
reasonable depth in exp)erienoed and competent man- 
agement personnel. 

Momingside Savings Bank, with IPC depodts of 
$7.2 million was established in 1919. It opperates its 
head office 2 miles southwest of the charter bank in one 
of the largest residential sections of Sioux City and 
has a branch office located in Bronson, Iowa, a small 
farming community located some 10 miles southeast 
of the Momingside. area. Earnings of the Momingside 
Savings Bank have been fair; its capital structure is 
considered marginal and its management resources 
appear to be thin. 

The charter bank presently is and will continue to 
be after this merger the fourth largest, both in deposits 
and loans, of the 40 banks serving the five-county 
market area. With its business geared to actidties 
in the stockyards area and correspondent banking, it 


has not competed successfully for commercial business 
with the three larger downtown banks. Neither has 
it competed with the merging bank which, although 
located in one of the most desirable residential areas 
in the city, has pursued a cautious lending policy. 

The major competitive impact of the proposed 
merger would be in the Momingside area and the 
farming community of Bronson where the merging 
bank operates the town’s only banking office. How- 
ever, since the resulting bank will continue to operate 
the Momingside Savings Bank office and their Bron- 
son, Iowa, office as branches, there will be no 
diminution of banking offices and the ultimate result 
is expected to be an increase in competition in the 
Momingside area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it 
is concluded that it is in the public interest. The 
merger, therefore, is approved. 

September 12, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Momingside Savings’ main office in the Sioux City 
suburb of Momingside is 2 miles soutlieast of National’s 
head office in the stockyards district of Sioux City; 
however, the amoimt of direct ccmpetitlon between 
them may be limited because the type of business con- 
ducted by each bank is fairly distinct. Neither bank is 
located in the downtown Sioux City business dIsUicU 
National has historically served the packing industry, 
while Momingside Savings is a basically retail bank 
located in a suburban area. 

National has 12 percent of both the total deposits and 
IPG demand deposits of the 18 banks operating in 
Woodbiuy County, la., where Sioux City is located. 
Momingside Savings has 3.4 percent of die county’s 
total deposits, and 3 percent of its IPG demand de- 
posits. Thus, the proposed merger involves a sigulficaut 
increase in concentration in Woodbury County. 

The proposed merger between the fourth and fifth 
largest banks in the Sioux City area would eliminate 
whatever direct competition exists between Uiem and 
would increase concentration in Woodbury County by 
at least 3 percent. Its effect on banking competition in 
the area would be adverse. 
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The First National Bank of Bloomsrtirpt, Bloomsritro, Pa., and Thf. First National Bank op Wilkes- 

Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 


J/anu of bank and type of transaction 


The First Natioaal Bank of Bloomsburg, Bloomsburg, Pa. (293), with 

and The First National Bank of WUkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (30), which 


merg^ OcL 31, 1%7, under charter and title of the latter bank (30). ITjc 
merged bank at date of merger had 



Banking offices 

Total assets 

In 

To be 


operation 

operated 

$10, 653, 505 

2 


121, 572, 121 

9 


131, 906, 675 


11 


comptroller’s decision 

On July 20, 1967, The First National Bank of 
Bloomsburg, Bloomsburg, Pa., with IPC deposits of 
$8.7 million, and The First National Bank of Wilkes- 
Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., with IPG deposits of $83.3 
million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
latter. 

The First National Bank of Bloomsbuig is located 
in a community of 11,000 people, situated in the north- 
eastern quadrant of Pennsylvania some 40 miles south 
of Wilkes-Barre, the home of the charter bank, and 
approximately 75 miles north of Harrisburg. The 
economy of the area is a well balanced mixture of in- 
dustry and agriculture, complemented by the pres- 
ence of Bloomsburg Slate College. Although not located 
in die coal mining region, the economy of the com- 
munity is inextricably bound to that of Wilkes-Barre, 
which is the closest community of any substantial size. 

The charter bank, as indicated by its name, is lo- 
cated in Wilkes-Baii^, wliii_-h Is the center rrf the 
andiiacite irnning industry. As has been noted in the 
deeisic-n of the pre^osed merger nf Miners National 
Bank and Citizens Bank of Wilkes-Barre, this region 
has made a successful transition from dependence 
upon coal mining to a more broadly based industrial 
economy. The area is the fastest growing in Pennsyl- 
vania due to the fortuitous location there of the inter- 
section of Interstate Highways 80 and 81. 

The major competition in the Wilkes-Barre region 
is provided by Miners National Bank, Wyoming Na- 
tional Bank, and the largest regional bank, Northeast- 
ern Pennsylvania National. There is no competition 
existing between tlie cliarter bank and tlie merging 
bank wiiose lieadquarlei-s are separated by a distance 
of 41 miles and tlie closest oflfice of cither by 21 
miles. As will be noted later, Uie probability of future 
competition between the two banks is remote. 


Bloomsburg has witnessed a rather remarkable 
growth during the past 10 years due to a number of 
factors. The presence of Bloomsburg State College 
in this community with an enrollment of 3,800 students 
and a capital and operational budget in excess of $2 
million is one of the major factors contributing to this 
growth. In addition, the town, in close proximity to 
major super highways and railroads, is fortunate in 
having a substantial amount of vacant land available 
for future plant construction and expansion. 

The First National Bank of Bloomsburg has at- 
tempted to meet the banking needs of this community 
but has reached the point where the available loanable 
money has been depleted. It has been able to meet 
the demand for mortgage money only by selling par- 
ticipations in the various mortgages to other banks. A 
portion of these participations are held by the First 
National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, The present loan and 
deposit ratio of the First National Bank of Bloomsburg 
is 73 percent, which severely limits its ability to meet 
even the rnmirnal future riernands for mortgage money 
and which sirKstantially piecludes its paillcipHtliMi in 
tlie financing and servicing of new and expanded in- 
dustries in its area. 

Although the bank has attempted to increase its 
capital position by tlie sale of additional common stock 
on two occasions and tlie floating of a $150,000 deben- 
ture note, tiie growth of tlie area and die demand for 
loans has rendered the capital position of the Blooms- 
burg bank marginal. 

Within the Bloomsburg trade area the number of 
competitive banking entities would remain the same 
as a result of this merger. At present Bloomsbuig 
is served by a branch of the Miners National Bank, 
a State-diartered institutioix, and the merging hank. 
The merger, if consummated, would make available to 
the Bloomsburg area not only the larger lending limits 
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of the charter bank, but a s^ibstantial amount of lend- 
able funds which could be utilized to further the 
economic growth of the community. Tn addition, the 
merger would make availaljle lo the cusloiner-s uf the 
merging bank the modem automated services of tlie 
Wilkes-Barre institution; it would fill the void now 
existing because of llie meiging bank’s lack of trust 
powers, ti’avel department, InvesUuenl counseling, and 
EDP programs. 

As the charter bank is not now located in the 
Bloomsburg trading area, there would not appear to 
be any diminution of competition resulting from this 
merger, nor any lessening of probable future competi- 
tion. On the other hand, the merger would introduce 
a new source of fimds for both residential constme- 
tion and for commercial enterprises located in and 
around Bloom.sbum which the mer^ng bank is unable 
to supply and which the community seriously requires. 
We believe that this factor together with the addi- 
tional services which the First National Bank of 
Wilkes-Barre can supj^ dictate the approval of this 
merger to serve the public interest 

The statutooT’ criteria having been met, the applica- 
tion to merge is, therefore, approved. 

September 22, 1967. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre (“Wilkes- 
Barre. Bank”) operates a main c^ce and four branches 
in or near Wilkes-Barre, the county sent of Luzerne 
County. It has four other branches 7-22 miles away 
in Luzerne County. The First National Bank of 
Bloomsbuig (“Bloomsburg Bank”) operates two offices 
in and around Bloomsburg, a community 41 miles 
southwest of Wilkes-Barre, in Columbia County. The 
latter county is a largely rural area located in east- 
central Pennsylvania, contiguous to Luzerne County’s 
western border. 

Because their closest offices are separated by 21 
miles, Wilkes-Barre Bank does not appear to be a sub- 
stantial direct competitor for Bloomsburg Bank and, 
accordingly, the proposed iiieiger would involve the 
elimination of very little, if any, direct competition. 

The Wilkes-Barre Bonk has consolidated and ex- 
tended its market position in the western part of 
Luzerne County through acquisitions in 1964 and 
1967. It would he logical to expect Wilkes-Barre Bank 
to continue this westward expansion into contiguous 
Columbia County, either by merger or de novo 
branching as is permitted under Pwimylvania law. 
The proposed merger would eliminate this possibility 
of independent entry by a major bank in a neighbor- 
ing county. 


The Peoples Bank & Savings Co., New Philadelphl^, Ohio, and The National Bank of Dover, 

Dover, Ohio 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Peoples Bank & Savings Go., New Philadelphia, Ohio, with 

1 $6, 966, 106 ' 

1 ' 


and The National Bank of Dover, Dover, Ohio (4293), which had 

! 28,060,416 ! 

3 i 


meraed Nov. 25, 1967, under charter of the latter bank (4293) and title of 
“The Peoples National Bank& Trust Co.” The merged hanlr at date of 
merger had 

35,026,523 


4 





comptroller’s decision 

On July 27, 1967, The Peoples Bank & Savings Go., 
New Philadelphia, Ohio, with IPG deposits of $5.7 mil- 
lion, and The National Bank of Dover, Dover, Ohio, 
with IPC deposits of $22 million, applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency to merge under the charter of 
the latter and with the title of “The Peoples National 
Bank & Trust Go.” 

The National Bank of Dover, the charter bank, was 
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formed in 1947 through a merger involving three 
banks. Its main office is located in Dover, Ohio, a town 
of approximately 12,000. The merging bank. The Peo- 
ples Bank & Savings Go., was chartered in 1921 and 
has never undergone a reorganization. It is a unit bank, 
located 3 miles south of Dover in New Philadelphia, 
Ohio, which has a population of 14,600. 

The Dover-New Philadelphia area is centrally lo- 
cated in Tuscarawas County, Ohio, approximately 30 
miles south of Canton. The two communities, serving 
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an area of approximately 40,000 residents^ are. !«ip- 
poited by a divewlfied ecwiwny base<l on agricnltiire 
and industry. Twelve iialioiial luaiuifactuiers have. 
(»tabll^ie<j indusi.rial piaiib within the axea and erm- 
ploy appitwimately 4,500 peot»le, while locally owned 
industries employ rouglily 500. It is anticipated that 
the kn al evunoiiiy and the inuuber of area resldenls 
will fui'llier increase with the completioii of Interstate 
Highway 77, which will link Dover and New Phila- 
delphia with Canton. 

The charter bank, which has experienced steady 
growth, operates a branch in Dover and one in New- 
comerstown, 20 miles southwest. The single-unit office 
of Peoples Bank, which has shown only modest deposit 
growth in the last 5 years, will become a branch of the 
resulting institution. Thus, a minimal degree of com- 
petition between the merging banks will be eliminated. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will not sig- 
nificantly affect the banking services offered in Dover 
since the increase in assets resulting from the merger 
will have only a sli^t effect on the charter bank and 
its position in relation to its competitors in the area. 
Following consummation of the proposed merger, the 
resulting institution will be approximately 42 percent 
smaller in deposit structure than its main competitor. 
The Reeves Bank & Trust Co., which controls 42.4 and 
41.5 percent of the deposits and loans, respectively, in 
the service area. The five remaining batiks in Tuscara- 
was County, including the $17.5 million Ohio Savings 
& Trust Co. and the $9 million United Bank, will con- 
tinue to provide competition. Other nonbanking fi- 
nancial institutions including sales finance companies, 
personal loan companies, and government agencies 
provide competition in the trade area to a considerable 
degree. 

Along wrtii lilt; addHion of piogressive management, 
^uidiiional banking Services wiB be made avaBtJblc to 
depositors of the merging institution. These benefits 


include a lending limit rapacity of $1 BO, 000, an in- 
crease erf $5.\000, FiDP acfmirrting, tmst .servir/s, and 
a farm department. The i-paiilting hank will offer more 
efferliveccmipelilirrn to ihe larger Reeves Rank & Trust 
Ca and provide more adequate hanking .serrifjes for 
the developing needs of area residents. 

Applying the slatiitrrry criteria to tlie pnryposed merg- 
er, we ermrhide that it is in tlie public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

October 11, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT RV ATTORNEY GENERAI. 

The National Bank of Dover (“National Bank”) is 
the second largest of four banks which primarily serve 
the Dover-New Philadelphia area in Tuscarawas 
County, Ohio. Peoples Bank & Savings Co. (“Peo- 
ples”) is the smallest bank within this area. 

The existence of considerable present competition 
between National Bank and Peoples seems apparent 
and is indicated in the application. Loan portfolios at 
each of the merging institutions indicate that both are 
active in the same fields of credit. These facts, along 
with the close proximity, both of the head offices and 
nearest branches (3.5 and 1.5 miles, resp>ectively) , in- 
dicates a substantial degree of direct competition be- 
tween the merging banks, which would be eliminated 
by the proposed merger. 

In Tuscarawas County, as a whole, the proposed 
merger would result in an increase in National Bank's 
share of total deposits from 20.8 to 26.2 percent, and 
its share of IPC demand deposits from 17.7 percent 
to 22.8 percent. 

In summary, the proposed merger would eliminate 
direct competition between two banks within a short 
distance from each and would signJfirantly in- 

crease baling rnncenl-ratirtn in Tu«carsiwa« Cnnnly 
and the Dover-New Philadelphia area. 


* » » 


East Berlin National Bank, East Berlin, Pa., and Adams CoinaTv National Bank, Littlestown, Pa. 




Banking offices 

JViflffK of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$3, 447, 598 

34, 055, 893 

37, 503, 491 

\ 


and Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Township, Gettysburg, Pa. 
(311), which had 

4 


merged Nov. 30, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (311). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


5 




2!>3-544~68 9 
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GOMPTROU^’S DECISION 

On August 10, 1967, the Adams County National 
Bank, Litdestown, Pa., with IPC depoats of $28 mil> 
ilion, and the East Berlin National Bank, East Berlin, 
Pa., with IPC deposits of $3 million, filed an appli- 
cation with the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to meige under the charter and with the tide 
of the former. 

The mergii^ banks are both located in Adams 
County which lies on Pennsylvanians southern border 
adjacent to the Maryland line. Though the economy 
of this area is well diversified, agriculture plays a pre- 
dominant role. The dairy farms in the area, an im- 
portant source of income, send their products to the 
Washii^ton and Baltimore metropolitan markets. 
Light industry is now assuming an increasingly signifi- 
cant role in terms of local employment. The historical 
Gettysbuig Battlefield and its shrines, which draw 3 
million visitors a year, makes tourism a major ccnnpo- 
nent in the local economy. Shoe and garment factories 
account for much local employment. Additionally, it 
should be noted, many residents of the area commute 
to their employment sites in York, Harrisburg, and 
Hanover in Peimsylvania. 

The Adams County National Bank, chartered as a 
State bank in 1857, was converted to a National diar- 
ter in 1864. Its head office is in littlestown, a commu- 
nity of 2,800 located 9 miles southeast of Gettysburg. 
This bank, with two branches in Gettysburg, has 
pending an application to relocate its head office in 
Gettysbuig. Its third branch is in McSherrystown, a 
community of 3,500 located 13 miles southeast of 
Gettysburg.* This bank has shown good growth in re- 
cent years but has felt the need for an omce in tlie 
northern part of the county. 

Tlie East Berlin National Bank was organized in 
1934. It is a single-unit operation with its office in East 
Berlin, a town with a population of 1,100, In contrast 
to the charter bank, this merging bank has grown little 
in recent years and offers a limited range of banking 
services. 

There is no significant competition between the 
participating banks. The closest branch of the charter 
bank to die merging bank is its McSherrystown 
branch, which is located ^bout 12 miles south of 
East Berlin. If the merger is consummated, the re- 
sulting bank will hold only a slightly higher per- 
centage of the total county commercial banking 

*On Oct. 17, 1967, this bank relocated its main oiGce to 
Cumberland Township (post office, GettysburK, Pa.). 
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assets than are presently held by the charter bank. 
TTiis will not result in a competitive imbalance. 
In Gettysbuig the resulting bank will continue to face 
mtense competition from The Gettysbuig National 
Bank, which has total resource of $35.5 million. The 
Hanover branches of both the Dauphin Deposit Trust 
Go., Hanisbuig, Pa., with total resources of $188 
million, and the National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
Pennsylvania, York, Pa,, with total resources of $238 
;[mllion, are active competitors of the merging banks, 
[t is anticipated that the resulting bank will be able 
to compete more effectively with The Peoples State 
!Bank, East Berlin, Pa., with total resources of $4.3 
million, than did the merging bank. 

If the application is granted, the public in the East 
^Berlin area will benefit from the increased lending 
limit of the resulting bank, and from the availability 
of a wide range of banking services which are presently 
not offered by the merging bank, including trust de- 
partment services, installment lending. Small Business 
Administration loans, and student loans. Bookkeeping 
functions will be centralized and the electronic data 
processing facilities of the charter bank, including a 
computer soon to be delivered, will be available to the 
customers of the merging bank. Through the union 
with the charter bank, the management succession 
problems of the merging institution will be soK^ed. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we find that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

October 23, 1967, 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Adams County National (total depotitg^ .$29 mil- 
lion), is headquartered in Littlestown, Pa., 9 miles 
»uth of Gettysbuig; it operates two branches in 
Gettysburg and one in McSherrystown. East Berlin 
Nationars single office is located in East Berlin, Pa., 
a town 16 miles north of Littlestown. Both banks* de- 
posit business consists largely of time deposits. 

The office of Adams County National closest to 
!East Berlin National is 10 miles away (in MeSherrys- 
town), and Adams County National's other offices 
are 16-18 miles away. There would seem to be little 
significant direct competition between the two banks, 
a fact probably accounted for at least in part by this 
distance factor. 

In Adams County, Adams County National now 
has a substantial 30.2 percent of total deposits, a 
share which would rise to 33-3 percent following the 
merger. 
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Thus, following the merger, Adams County National competition with substantially larger banks having 
would become the largest bank headquartered in branches in Adams County or Hanover, just over the 
Adams County, although it would continue to be in county line in York County. 


Empire State Banx of Dallas, Dallas, Tex., and The National Bank of Commerce of Dallas, 

Dallas, Tex. 




Bajfking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Toted assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Empire State Bank of Dallas, Dallas, Tex., with 

$34,095,321 

94, 066, 341 

128, 161,662 

1 

1 


and The National Bank of Commerce of DziUas, DsiUas, Tex. (3985), which 
had 


merged Dec. 4, 1967, under chmter of the latter bank (3985) and title of 
“National Bmik of Gonunercc of Dallas.** The merged bank at date of 
merger had 


I 





comptroller’s decision 

On July 3, 1967, Empire State Bank of Dallas, Dal- 
las, Tex., with deposits of $34 million, and The Na- 
tional Bank of Commerce of Dallas, Dallas, Tex., 
with deposits of $64.5 million, applied to the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the latter and with the 
title of “National Bank of Commerce of Dsdlas.” 

Dallas, with an estimated population of 840,000, has 
a highly diversified economic ha«ie and is the leading 
financial, industrial and trade center for the region 
comprised of Oklahoma, northeast and central Texas, 
western Arkansas, and northwestern TjOiiLsiana. Dallas 
County, of which the city is the seat of government, 
has a population of 1,225,000. The Dallas Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, comprised of Collin, 
Denton, Ellis, Kaufman, and Rockwall counties in 
addition to Dallas County, has a total population of 
1,500,000. The growth rate throughout this Metro- 
politan Statistical Area has been rapid in the last 25 
years; the county grew 54 percent from 1940 to 1950 
and 55 percent from 1950 to 1960 as against figures of 
14.4 and 18.4 percent for the country as a whole. The 
growth rate in the last 6 years has exceeded that of any 
other metropolitan area. There is every reason to ex- 
pect this growth to continue; 18,000 new homes are 
being constructed each year. 

Industry ajid trade in the Dallas area are keeping 
pace with its population. It has 2,000 manufacturing 
concerns and 3,000 wholesale firms contributii^ to its 
economic vitality. Retail sales approximate $2 billion 
annually. Its work force of 600,000 has increased from 


444,619 in 1960. Of this work force, government and 
services employ 22 percent, wholesale and retail firms 
28 percent, finance and real estate 8 percent, and 
manufacturing and construction 32 percent. The buy- 
ing power of this metropolitan area now exceeds $3 
billion per year. Deposits in the metropolitan area 
banks have increased by $1 billion since the beginning 
of 1964. 

The intensity of competition among the financial 
institutions in this area is immediately evident from a 
survey of tlieir numbei's. Within the Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area there are 102 commercial 
banks, with total deposits in excess of $4 billion; within 
Dallas County alone theie are 67 commercial banks, 
with IPG deposits in excess of $3 billion. The two larg- 
est banks in the southwest United States, the Republic 
National Bank of Dallas, with total deposits of $1,293 
million, and The First National Bank of Dallas, with 
total deposits of $1,244.5 million, are located in Dallas. 
Other large banks include the Mercantile National 
Bank, with total deposits of $514.5 million, and the 
Texas Bank & Trust Co., with total deposits of $174 
million. Competition is also provided by 23 savings and 
loan associations which operate 52 oflSces, by 111 in- 
surance companies, and by more than 200 credit 
unions. The merging banks have 1 .5 and 0.8 percent of 
the metropolitan area’s commercial bank deposits. 
Together they would have 2.3 percent, an increase in 
concentration among the seven laigest area banks of 
0.8 percent. 

The union of the participating hanks will not .signifi- 
cantly affect deposit concentrations in the largest area 
banks. As the following table demonstrates, the portion 
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of total deposits held hy the larger banks in Dallas has 
shown an absolute decrease in the last 10 years. 


dumber of Banks 19S7 1966 

1 35.6 32.8 

2 70. 9 64. 3 

3 85.3 77.3 

4 88.8 81.7 

5 90.4 83.9 

7 92.6 87.1 


This decline indicates a trend which the marked 
exodus of industry and population from center cities 
to suburbs throughout the country can only intensify 
in unit-banking States. This merger, of itself, will not 
either reverse, or substantially retard, this trend in 
Dallas. 

The National Bank of Ck)nimerce, the charter bank, 
was organized in 1878. It experienced only nominal 
growth until a change in ownership in 1963 and a 
change in location in 1964 resulted in the adoption of 
more progressive policies under aggressive leadership. 
The new ownership, through farflung business tics, 
was able to stimulate the bank’s deposit growth and 
to attract a significant number of prime credit cus- 
tomers. Although deposits have grown from $31 mil- 
lion in 1963 to $64 million at the end of 1966, they 
still represented but 1.5 percent of the $4,180 million 
commercial bank deposits in tire Dallas Statistical 
Area. During this period, the bank failed to develop 
a management staff capable of keeping abreast of 
the changes its rapid growth produced. With its most 
recent change in ownership early this year, a new top 
management team has been obtained to direct the 
bank’s affairs. This new supervision has already dem- 
onstrated its competence by solving a signiBcant num- 
ber of the internal problems it inherited. It has not, 
however, been able to solve its space problem; it has 
too much expensive space for a bank of its size. The 
only present, feasible solution to this problem is to 
expand the size of its operations as soon as possible. 
This merger offers a satisfactory solution. 

The National Bank of Commerce is now located 
in Dallas* central business district, an area of approx- 
imately 30 square blocks encompassing 10 commercial 
banks. In the next block to the east is located the 
Republic National Bank of Dallas, and immediately 
to the west, the First National Bank in Dallas. Al- 
though the charter bank is seventh in size among the 
10 banks located in the central business district, it 
holds less than 3 percent of the banking assets of these 
10 banks. Tn addition to its competition in central Dal 
las, the charter bank seeks business in areas extending 
beyond the metropolitan area in the broader regional 
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market encompassing portions of Arkansas, Okla- 
homa, Louisiana, Kansas, New Mexico, and Texas. 

Empire State Bank, chartered in 1948, is also lo- 
cated in the Dallas central business district, 2.5 blocks 
from the charter bank. This bank, which has never 
participated in a merger or consolidation, has experi- 
enced a slow but steady deposit growth in this bur- 
geoning market It has been beset by a myriad of 
small problems which, because of lack of sufficient 
numbers of experienced and capable men in the top 
management level, now coalesce into a matter of no 
little concern. Inexperienced, though promising, young 
men have allowed an asset problem to develop which 
has been reflected in a poor earning record. The 
capital structure of this bank has not kept pace with 
its deposit growth; attempts to raise new capital 
have been unsuccessful. Empire State also has a hous- 
ing problem. When its present leases expire in 1973, 
it will be forced to relocate in new quarters in this 
central Dallas location. Whether it can obtain ade- 
quate space at a cost within its ability to pay is a 
specter that now worries its management. 

Despite their proximity in the central business dis- 
trict, the participating banks have not substantially 
competed with each other for specific customers. 
Though both banks are available to walk-in custom- 
ers, the Empire State Bank has traditionally looked to 
business establishments on the eastern end of the busi- 
ness district and has depended on associates of its 
officers and directors. Before its change in ownership 
in 1963, the National Bank of Commerce relied on 
depositors in the western sector of the business dis- 
trict for support. Following 1963, when it became an 
aggressive institution. National Bank of Commerce 
directed its competitive thrust toward the expanding 
manufacturing and commercial concerns and toward 
the tenants of the new office buildings near it. Its 
sights were principally aimed at promoting and de- 
veloping comj>etition with the larger banks in the 
area. The slight competition that occasionally de- 
veloped between these participants for correspondent 
bank accounts, consumer credit accounts, and a few 
personal and business deposits is hardly sufficient to 
be classified as substantial. Their joint participation 
in loans reflects the fact that they took a noncom- 
petitive attitude toward eadi other. 

To view these virtually noncompeting banks as po- 
tential competitors is unwarranted. Not only have they 
effectively demonstrated tliat Uiey do not now desire 
to compete, the circumstances indicate tiiat they could 
not compete if they did so desire. Because of State 
laws, they cannot follow the expanding population into 
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the suburbs and compete for retail deposits through 
branch offices. If tliey arc to compete for this class erf 
busliicis, it iiiual bt lluouf^i usc of oosivcttscsit drrvxj up 
windows; National Bank of Commerce has such a 
service but Empire State cannot provide it in its pres- 
ent qu^ulcls. Furtlieimore, without deposit growth to 
broaden its earning base and strengthen its capital 
stiuCtuic uiiOugii i'etaincd camiiigS) neither bank can 

. * _ -f n . t ii. . 1. 

SU^A«VyS^lUUy L/Uiupcic iUl UlL/ iaJ.gV/1. luiu ux^.AJ. 

compensating balances. Until the law on branching 
changes^ tlieir competitive potential remains only a 
iciuole possibility and not a presently existing prob- 
ability. 

This merger will alter slightly, but not disrupt, the 
banking structure in Dallas, Dallas County, and the 
Dallas Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. The 
union of these banks will elevate the National Bank 
of Commerce from its present rank as seventh largest 
in the area to fifth. The two largest banks continue to 
be 12 and 13 times as large as the resulting bank. Nor 
can the elimination of Empire State Bank be deemed 
a. significant loss for small- and miHHIe-size customers; 
1 1 banks in the $20-$35 million category will remain 
to serve them. Whatever competitive impart this merg- 
er may have will be felt by the four larger Dallas banks. 

Consummation of this merger will he of direct bene- 
fit to the participating banks and, thereby, indirectly 
beneficial to the public. By uniting these banks the 
respective space problems will be resolved. Empire 
State Bank will close its doors, thereby avoiding the 
problems that prospective relocation posers. National 
Bank of Commerce, on absorbing Empire State Bank, 
can more profitably utilize the excess space it now pos- 
sesses and thereby reduce this overhead drain on its 
earnings. This union will also allow a more efTective 
utilization of the automation and rompnter operations 
of National Bank of Commerce. By rombining the 
staffs, an officer corps of greater diversity, specializa- 
tion, and depth will be created than either existing 
bank can afford to support. 

The growth of population, income, manufacturing, 
and commercial activity in the Dallas Statistic.al Area 
has created a public need for expanding financial in- 
stitutions and a broader range of hanking services. 
Whi^e this demand has pan- by t-bp pntry 

of 30 new banks and 23 new savings and loan offices 
between lOfiO and 19Gfi, the nc-eH for larger institu- 
liuiis cr/ntiriiies. Tim lueigrr icspcirids tci the pubfie 
need by giving to ihe Dallas coiiijuunity a fifth lock 
in the $100 million and larger range. The resulting 


bank will be able to offer an expanded range of serv- 
ices truly competitive with the four larger banks. The 
truct depzctzzaeat of National Rink of Commerce will 
be expanded and a bond department, not now avail- 
able at either bank, will be established. 

In light of the foregoing analysis of the Dallas met- 
ropolitan area market, the place of the participating 
tri that market, the probleTn? facpd by these 
banks, the impact of ^hia merger on banking competi- 
tion and the banking structure in that market, and 
the benefits to be derived by these banks and by the 
public from this merger, this Office finds the prr^Tosal 
to be in the public interest. The application to meige 
is, therefore, approved. 

November 2, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

NaCiurial Bunk uf Commerce is die seventh hugest 
of 67 banks in Dallas County, with assets of $79,871,- 
000, total deposits of $64,478,000, and loans and dis- 
counts of $46,758,000. Empire State is the 10th hugest 
Dallas County bank, with assets of $36,527,000, total 
deposits of $34,048,000, and loans and discounts of 
$20,598,000. The pailluipating banks are both located 
in tlie central business district of Dallas, within two 
city blodcs of one anotlier, and are in direct competi- 
tion witli each oUier for a wide range of commercial 
banking services. 

Concentration in commercial banking in the city 
of Dallas and in Dallas County is extremely high. Ap- 
proximately tluee-fourths of the area’s total deposits 
are conceiiLraled in tlie tliiee largest banks, and the 
10 hugest hold approximately 90 percent of the 
total deposits of tlie 44 banks located in Dallas and 
about 85 percent of die total deposits of all banks in 
Dallas County. In addition, die three largest banks own 
or control stock in approximately 32 of the smaller 
banks in the county, including at least 14 of the 34 
new banks diaileii^d in the area since 1957, thus mak- 
ing it probable that actual concentration is even 
higlier, and die number uf Independent competitors 
even less, dian the number of separately-chartered 
ins dlu lions would indicate. National Bank of Gom- 
iiieiLc holds about 1.5 percent of all deposits in Dallas 

. 1 •!- T9 — r .. Ca-j.. _i A no ............a 

VJUUlIly, Wlllll. UUlbV UVlKiO UUVUL \J,V 

Tlie proposed merger would elizmnate the existing 
competidon between die participating bariks and 
would eiiminale as a viaVile corripetilr/r cme of the. 10 
laigesl banks in an area of extremely high concen- 
tration. 
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The Glen Lyon National Bank, Glen Lyon, Pa., and The Hanover National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, 

Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

nien T.ynrn MAHnnnl fllen T.ycvn, Pa. (13160), with 

$3, 173, 952 

19, 274, 573 

22, 448, 525 

1 


and The Hanover National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. ( 14344), 

whirh had 

2 


merged Dec. 9, 1%7, under charter and title of the latter bank (14344). The 

rgffd hank at dat^ nf iTt^rgfr had 


3 




comptroller’s decision 

On August 25, 1967, The Glen Lyon National Bank, 
Glen Lyon, Pa., and The Hanover National Bank of 
Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., submitted to the 
Comptroller of the Currency an application to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

The charter bank, with IPC deposits of $14.2 mil- 
lion, ranks fifth in size of the six banks serving Wilkes- 
Barre. It operates one branch in Wilkes-Barre, which 
lies in the area of northeastern Penmylvaiua presently 
recovering from the economic setback suffered during 
the decline of the anthracite industry. 

The Glen Lyon National Bank, with IPG deposits 
of $2.7 million, is located 14 miles south of Wilkes- 
Barre. Glen Lyon, with a population of 4,000, has 
not yet experienced the recent economic growth seen 
elsewhere in this area of the State. 

Competition between the applicant banks has been 
very limited. The Glen Lyon bank has served only its 
own locality. Five branches of banks based in Wilkes- 
Barre, as well as two independent banks, are located 
closer to Glen Lyon thsm is the charter bank. The 
merger will not, thrrefcrt^e, eliminate an active cuui- 
petitop, nor win it concentrate banking resources sig- 
nificantly, as the resulting bank will hold only 3.3 


percent of the IPG deposits in the county and only 
3.4 percent of loans. 

AfiQrmative benefits will accrue to the residents of 
Glen Lyon as a result of the meiger. Modernized bank- 
ing services and trust facilities will be introduced, and 
competent management wrill be assured for the future. 

The application is hereby approved. 

November 7, 1967. 

SITMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY OENERAl. 

The Hanover National Bank (“Hanover”) and the 
Glen Lyon National Bank (“Glen Lyon Bank”) are 
two relatively small banks located in Luzerne County, 
Pa. Hanover is a successful competitor while Glen 
Lyon Bank’s deposits have shrunk since 1962. 

The head offices of Hanover and Glen Lyon Bank 
are about 10 miles apart. Hanover competes writh 
banks that are more distant from it than Glen Lyon 
and thus there may be some direct competition be- 
tween the merging banks. 

In Luzerne County, the effect of the proposed 
merger on eonern+ratiori should not be significant, 
however, in view of the idatlvdy wnall size and mar- 
ket share of the merging banks. 


The Hami.tn National Bank of Holcomb, Holcomb, N.Y., and The Canandaigua National Bank & Trust 

Go., Canandaigua, N.Y. 


Nam of bank and fyp$ of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Hamlin National Bank of Holcomb, Holcomb, N.Y. ( 10046X with 

$5, 268, 883 

31,852,432 

37, 121, 314 

1 

2 


and The Canandaigua National Bank& Trust Go., Canandaig^ N.Y. (3817), 
which had 


meiged 14, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (3817). The 

merged bank at date of merger had 

3 
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comptroller’s decision 

On September 7, 1967, The Hamlin National Bank 
of Holcomb, Holcomb, N.Y., with IPG deposits of $3.9 
million, and The Canandaigua National Bank & Trust 
Co., Canandaigua, N.Y., with IPG deposits of $26.5 
million, applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the latter. 

Canandaigua, the county seat of Ontario County, 
with a population of 10,000, is located 28 miles south- 
east of Rochester. With the exception of a U.S. Vet- 
erans’ Hospital, which employs 1,000, and the s umm er 
resort trade, local industry is limited. Most of the resi- 
dents of the community commute to employment in 
Rochester. 

Holcomb, essentially a dairy farming community 
located 8 miles west of Canandaigua, has a population 
of 700. Its trade area population is 5,000. Some indus- 
try is beginning to move into the area resulting in mod- 
erate but steady economic growth. 

The charter bank was established in 1878 and ac- 
quired one branch in Victor in 1957. The bank’s 
service area covers much of the western portion of 
Ontario County, which has an estimated population 
of 30,000. The charter bank’s largest commercial bank 
coxapetitors in the area arc the $617 million Lincoln 
Rochester Trust Co., the $329 million Marine Mid- 
land Trust Co. of Rochester and the $276 million 
Security Trust Co. of Rochester. 

The merging bank, organized as a private bank in 
1878 and as a National bank in 1911, operates its sin- 
gle office in the Village of Holcomb in Ontario Coxm- 
ty. Its nearest competitor is the Canandaigua Nation- 
al, although only 2 percent of Canandaigua National’s 
total deposits are derived from the area served by the 
Hamlin National. It, too, faces strong competition 
from the surrounding branches of the much larger 
banks located in Rochester. 

The two banks are controlled by a single family. 
This close relationship has stifled competition between 
the banks despite the short distance of 8 miles between 
the two communities. Virtually no competition be- 


tween the applicants will be eliminated by the proposed 
merger. The merger will not significantly alter the 
charter bank’s position among its competitors. It will, 
however, enable the resulting bank to meet more ef- 
fectively the strong competition from the much larger 
Rochester commercial banks and mutual savings in- 
stitutions. 

Approval of this merger will be substantially bene- 
ficial to both banks and to both communities. The ad- 
ditional resources to be acquired by the charter bank 
will enable it to handle, to the extent of $300,000, the 
larger loan applications, as well as to take care of the 
increasing credit needs of the growing community of 
Holcomb. Effectuation of the proposal will also pro- 
vide a solution to the management succession prob- 
lems facing both banks, make available trust services 
to present customers of Hamlin National and resolve 
the long-range capital problems of the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
mo'ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 

The application is, therefore, approved. 

November 8, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This proposed merger involves two Ontario County 
banks which are linked by a long-standing stock affilia- 
tion said to go back to their founding in the late 19th 
century. 

The distance between the closest offices of the merg- 
ing banks is 6 miles and that between their head of- 
fices is 8. In view of the proximity of the two banks 
in this primarily rural county, they would appear to be 
direct competitors; the proposed merger would, of 
course, eliminate this competition between them. 

Based on the most recently available published 
data, Canandaigua National has 24.2 percent of IPC 
demand deposits in Ontario County and Hamlin has 
4.7 percent of such deposits. The banks’ share of total 
deposits in the county is slightly higher. Accordingly, 
the merger would raise the level of banking concen- 
tration within the coimty by almost 5 percent 
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The First National Bank of Vista, Vista, Calif., and Golden Gate National Bank, San Francisco, 

Calif. 




Banking o^es 

^fame oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Pint National Rank of Vista, Vista, Oaltf (13178), with 

$29,623,856 

44,446,859 

73, 170,715 

4 


and G<ddeQ Gate National Bank, San Francisco, Calif. (14939), which had. . . 
consolidated Dec. 15, 1967, under charter of the former bank (13178) and 
wi& titic “Liberty National Bank.** The consolidated bank at date of con- 
solidation had 

5 



9 





comptroller’s decision 

On September 15, 1967, The First National Bank 
of Vista, Vista, Calif., and Golden Gate National 
Bank, San Francisco, Calif., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to consolidate 
under the charter of the former and with the title 
of “Liberty National Bank.” 

The First National Bank of Vista, organized in 1928, 
operates, in addition to its main office, one branch and 
a drive-in office in the southern California city of 
Vista, and one branch at Lake San Marcos, 7 mOes 
southeast of Vista. In addition, it has an administra- 
tive office in San Francisco, which supervises bank 
operations and performs principal accounting func- 
tions, including operations connected with an insur- 
ance premium financing program. 

Vista, Calif., located 40 miles north of San Diego 
and 420 miles southeast of San Francisco, is in a farm 
community, which has experienced substantial urban 
development during the past two decades. The popu- 
lation of Vista has increased from 1,700 in 1950 to 
nearly 15,000 in 1960, and is presently estimated at 
20,000. There is virtually no industry in Vbta and 
the economy is still based on agriculture, as well as 
the commercial needs of a growing residential popu- 
lation. 

Golden Gate National Bank, organized in 1961, op- 
erates four offices in the city of San Francisco and one 
branch in Los Altos, 39 miles southeast of San Fran- 
cisco. San Francisco b the State’s second largest city 
with a population of 750,000, and is the focal point 
for a metropolitan area containing close to 3 million 
inhabitants. It b a major seaport and one of the major 
financial centers on the west coast 

The condition, management, and future prospects 
of The First National Bank of Vbta are considered to 
be good and its earnings have been excellent As of 
June 30, 1967, it had resources of $27.3 million, IPC 
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deposits of $19.8 million, loans aggregating $17.1 mil- 
lion, and capital of $2.6 million. On die other hand. 
Golden Gate National Bank has experienced a poor 
record of earnings. Excessive loan losses have impaired 
its capital and its future prospects appear to be dim. 
As of June 30, 1967, the Golden Gate National Bank 
had resources of $46.7 miUion, IPC deposits of $37.6 
million, loans totaling $28.7 million, and capital of 
$2.9 million. 

As a result of the distance between their respective 
service areas, as well as distinct differences in the 
character of their banking activity, there b presently 
no competition between these two banks which would 
be eliminated by thb consolidation. Neither would the 
consolidation have an adverse effect on the competi- 
tive situation in the communities served by these banks. 
The Golden Gate National Bank presently competes 
with numerous bankii^ offices in San Francisco, as 
well as many offices of savings and loan associations, 
government lending agencies, sales finance companies, 
and credit unions. The First National Bank of Vbta 
competes with a branch of the Sectuity First National 
Bank, Los Angeles, and a recently opened branch of 
the Bank of America National Trust & Savings As- 
sociation, the two largest banks in the State. 

Consummation of thb proposal would eliminate the 
problems of Golden Gate National Bank by providing 
a more efficient and profitable operation. In addition, 
the consolidation would enable the Vbta area branches 
of the resulting bank to provide trust services not pres- 
ently offered by The First National Bank of Vista. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, it b 
concluded that it b in the public interest. The merger, 
therefore, b approved. 

November 14, 1967. 

SUMMARY of PiPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Thb b a proposal to merge the First National Bank 
of Vbta, Vbta, Calif. (3 offices with deposits of $23.3 
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million) and tlie Golden Gate National Bank, San 
Fiaucuscu, OiUf. (5 with dqjceiti of $42 R mil- 
liuii). Tl« imdiiiig bank be rallrri the lAhr.H^ 
National Bank. 

Tho mcogssg bscakc ran'e 'irwiB nf tha St-ita 

of Califcsmiai losae 450 miles apart. Vi^ta maintainR 
offices in -San Francisco, b\it thi.s is administradvR only 
and does not provide competition for the Golden Gate 
Bank. Vista does have a statewide lending business as a 
result of the 1963 acquisition of Commonwealth Thrift 
Co.; however, this is a premium finance buriness and 
Golden Gate is not engaged in any such activities. 
There would appear to be little, if any, direct competi- 
tion between the two banks. 


The proposed merger will produce no significant im- 
pact wi the banking stmctiim in any of the dries af- 
fected. Vista faces ccv£i|.^jtk4^i fix>m the tvtn lazgcj^ 
banks in the State, while Golden Gate is in the financial 
uoAui \A Ottii und musi coBJpeic wroff// 

cuiiMdciisU^ laigcr banks, including Bank of America, 
Wells Fargo, Ciocker-Citizens, and United California 
Bank. Golden Gate’s Los Altos branch faces similar 
competition. 

Due to the distance between the two banks and the 
substantial competition each faces in its own commu- 
nity from considerably larger banks, the proposed 
merger will not have an adverse effect on competition. 


* * * 

The Bank of Wendell, Wendell, N.C., and First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte, 

N.C. 




Banking offices 

Narru of bank and typ< of transaction 

ToUd assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Xhe Bank of Wendell, Wendell, N.G., with 

$8, 220, 662 

779, 937, 909 

788, 115,653 

i 

2 


and First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte, N C. (9164), 
which had 

101 


merged Dec, 16, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (9164). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 

103 





comptroller’s decision 

On September 1, 1967, The Bank of Wendell, Wen- 
dell, N.C., with IPC deposits of $5.4 million, and 
the First Union National Bank of North Carolina, 
Charlotte, N.C., with IPC deposits of $498 million, 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the latter. 

The First Union National Bank of North Carolina 
is headquartered in Charlotte, N.C., which is the 
county seat of Mecklenburg County and is in the 
south-central Piedmont section of the State. This $702 
million charter bank presently operates 96 offices in 
44 communities and is the third largest commercial 
bank in the State. Its service area is considered to he the. 
entire State and its principal competitors are the $1.2 
billion Wachovia Bank & Trust Co., which operates 98 
offices in 36 comrounittes, the $064 million North Caro- 
lina National Bank with 78 offices in 13 communiries, 
and the $522 million First Citizens Bank & Trust 
Co., wiiich operates 100 offices in 48 communiries. 
Tne State of Nortli Garoiiua presently has 137 banks 


operating 749 branches with total resources of more 
than $5.5 billion. Statistics supplied indicate that 
little change will take place in the State’s bank- 
ing structure if the proposal is approved. Charter 
bank’s percentage of assets in the State will only in- 
crease from 12.7 to 12.8 percent and its percentage of 
banking offices in the State will increase from 8.1 to 8.3 
percent. 

The Bank of Wendell, merging bank, is head- 
quartered in Wendell, N.C., approximately 155 miles 
west-southwest of the charter bank’s head office in 
Charlotte. Wendell has a population of 1,620 people 
and a service area population of approximately 7,500 
people. The service area is rural in nature with its prin- 
cipal ecunumic suppoi I deriving from tobacco growing. 
Tobacco piucessing, textile producrion, ond furniture 
niaiiufactdring also provide major employment for 
the area. 

The uieiguig bank was established in 1.933 and 
opened its only branch in 1950 in Knightdale, N.G., 
located 8.5 miles west of Wendell The branch is also 
approximately 8.5 miles from the charter hank’s 
nearest banking office in Raleigh, N.G. Merging hank 
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facfs iTitRnM>i competition from a branch of the $80 
million Peoples Bank & Trust Go., a branch of the 
$522 million First Citizens Bank & Trust Co., and a 
branch of the $90 million C^trai Carolina Bank & 
Trust Ca Although economic conditions are described 
as generally favorable in the service area of the merging 
bank, growth has been »W and prospects oro only 
fair since e3q>ansion of Raleigh hae generally been 
directed to the north and south rather than tONvard 
the two banking locations of Waidell to the east. 

It appears that little, if any, competition would be 
eliminated by the merger because there is little o^'er- 
lapping in the areas presently cec'/ed by the portac^oa^s 
and no banking offices will be eliminated. 

The resulting bank will be able to offer a broader 
range of services to the customers of the merging 
hank, inrhiding trust facilities, data processing fjwili 
ties, a greater lending limit, and full-service banking 
not presently available to the merging bank’s cus- 
tomers. It will enable the resulting bank to compete 
more effectively with the larger banks now operating 
in the area and thus bring to the residents of Wendell 
the. full benefits that flow from aggresei^/e 

Aj^lying the stamtory criteria, n'S coachade that 
the proposal is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

November 14, 1967. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First Union is the third cornmercial bacik in 

Norfe Ca^olfcsa with Qfi hrarKlKs in 44 
throughout the State. Bank of Wendell, with deposits 


of $5.5 million, operates two offices in llie eastern por- 
ticm of Wake County. 

The Bank of Wendell is the only bank in llie small 
town of Wendell (population, 1,620), in llie eastern 
portion of Wake County located in the iiuilli-ceiiUal 
part of North CaroHna. The area is basically agiaiian 
and teb&eco producing. Ralelgli (pupuialiuu, 93,931) 
is the principal city in Wake County, wiiiiii is Qie Ra- 
leigh Standard Metropolitan Aioa; tlie couiily had a 
population in 1960 of 169,082, which represented a 
24-percent increase over the 1950 figure. 

There are preseritly 1 1 banks operating 45 offices in 
Gentity, vriith tlirtc, indudlng Dank of V/cudcH, 
headquartered in the county. The four laigest banks in 
North Carolina have offices in Raleigh: Wachovia 
Bank & Trust Go. (seven offices), North Carolina 
National Bank (one office), Fiist Citizens Dank & 
Trust Co. (nine offices) and First Union (two offices) . 
First Union’s two branches in Raleigh liave deposits 
of $26.4 million. 

First Union’s main branch in Raleigh is 17 miles 
from Bank of Wendell’s mam office and mHes fium 
its branch in Kraghtdak. There will doubilcsb be some 
direct CGiss^ctirion cHminated between the twu banks 
because of this proximity. 

Banking is h%hly concentrated in Wake County, 
with the three largest banks accounting for over 75 
percent of all deposits and the five leading banks ac- 
counting for just over 90 percent First Union accounts 
for abrnit 6 p»ercent c<f total cuunty ilnyuisiu jmd the 
pro^dOkfA mrrgjrr wCAikl inCieasr iti matkei ihaie by 
about 1.4 percent. 


Fmsr State Bank of Mendon, Menoon, Mich., and The AmericanTNational Bank & Trust Co. op 

Michigan, Kalamazoo, Mich. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

First State Bank of Mendm, Moidon, Mich., with 

$5, 300, 503 

141, 807, 188 

146,575,548 

3 


and The American National Bank & Trust Co. of Michigan,! Kalamazoo, 
Mich. (13820), which had 

16 


merged Dec. 19, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (13820). 
The merged bank at date of moger had 

19 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 25, 1967, The American National Bank 
& Trust Co. of Michigan, KaUmazoq, Mich., and First 
State Bank of Mendon, Mention, Mich., applied to 
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for p^-- 

132 


mission to meige under the charter and with the title 
of the former. 

The American National Bank & Ti ust Co. of Midii- 
gan was chartered in 1933 in Kalamazoo, the county 
scat of Kalamazoo County, wiiidi is located in the 
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southwest part of lower Michigan. Kalamazoo has a 
population of 82,100 and the county has a population 
of 169,700, The Kalamazoo economy is one of the most 
stable of any important urban area in the Midwest. 
It is predominantly industrial with diversified manu- 
facturing and is also supported by one of the prnne 
farming areas of Micliigan’s lower peninsula. 

'Hie charter bank, with IPC deposits of $102.8 mil- 
lion, began to expand through lir^ndilng in 1951 and 
now has 10 in-town branches and five branches out- 
side Kalainiwi.io at RIdilaiid, Pfainwill, Allegan, T..aw- 
rence and Oshteuio. Thiee of these branches are 
outside Kalamazoo County tJiereby increasing the trade 
area to include a population of 240,000. American Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Michigan has not yet 
branched to the south of Kalamaz^. 

First State Bank of Mendon is located in Mendon, 
Mich., which is 22 miles southeast of Kalamazoo. The 
town, with a population of 900, has two key industries, 
each of which employs about 250 people. The eirea 
surrounding Mendon is devoted to grain and dairy 
farming. 

The merging bank, which was organized in 1894, 
has IPC deposits of $4,1 million. It has one branch 
at Athens, a rural community of 1,000 situated 22 miles 
southeast of Kalamazoo. In July 1967, it established 
a branch at Fisher Lake, 21 miles southeast of Kala- 
mazoo. Fisher Lake is a residential and resort area with 
a population of 350. 

This merger will have no adverse effect on banking 
competition in the Kalamazoo area. At this time the 
subject banks do not compete because of the distance 
that separates them and the presence of other banks 
in the intervening space. Because of the size of Men- 
don, it is most unlikely that another bank would be 
permitted a de novo branch entry into the town. Nor 
is the First State Bank of Mendon likely to begin de 
novo branching in competition with the larger banks 
in the area. This merger, therefore, cannot reasonably 
be deemed as having an adverse effect on potential 
competition. 

The competitive impact of this merger on the areals 
banking structure will be beneficial. Acquisition of the 
bank in Mendon by the American National Bank will 
enable it to extend its trade area southeast of Kala- 
mazoo and prouiule inoie direct and Immediate com- 
petition wHlt tlie $C0 million Security National Bank 
of Battle Creek, wiiicli has a branch at Leonidas, 5 
miles east of Mendon. It will further stimulate com- 


petition between the charter bank and its present prin- 
cipal competitors, the $197 million First National 
Bank and the $80 million Tndu.strial State Bank & 
Trust Co., both of Kalamazoo. 

The merger will fill a need for management depth 
and ^ecialired bank services at. the merging bank’.s 
offices. Besides tnist services, the Mendon office will 
be able to piovide a larger con.sumer loan departmerit 
as wHl as l^etter agricultural, fmsfness, and neal estate 
loan services. 

Apfilyiiig tbe statutory criteria to the prrfqvwal, we 
condude ihat it is in the public mteiest, and the ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

November 15, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY ORNERAE 

The proposed merger involves two banks in the ad- 
joining counties of Kalamazoo and St. Joseph, Mich. 

Kalamazoo, where American National has its head 
office is the hub of a traditionally prosperous trading 
area with about 240,000 inhabitants. The city of Kala- 
mazoo itself has 95,000 inhabitants. The area’s popu- 
lation growth exceeds the national average. 

Mendon, where the head office of First State is lo- 
cated, is approximately 29 miles south of Kalamazoo 
in St. Joseph County. It is a village with about 1,000 
people and the center of a predominantly agricultural 
area of about 50,000 people. The increase of the popu- 
lation of St Joseph County was about 20 percent be- 
tween 1950 and 1960. 

There would appear to be relatively little direct 
competition between the merging banks. Their head 
offices are 29 miles apart. American National’s office at 
Richland is approximately 12 miles from the closest 
First State office. 

The proposed merger may involve some loss of po- 
tential competition between the two banks. American 
National could not branch de novo into the town of 
Mendon itself under present Michigan law, but it 
could open a branch elsewhere in this growing county 
in a town not already served by a banking office. Since 
its largest competitor in Kalamazoo County — ^First 
National Bank & Trust — has done exactly that, Amer- 
ican National (the. second largest bank in Kalamazoo 
County) must be considered also to he a likely poten- 
tial entrant into St. Joseph County. The proposed 
merger would eliminate this possibility of independent 
entry. 
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CoNEMAUOH Valley Bank, Blairsville, Pa., and First National Bank of Indiana, Indiana, Pa. 


1 


Banksi^ offices 

^amf of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Gonemaugh Valley Bank, Blairsville, Pa., with 

$4, 013, 905 
24, 600, 698 

28,609,339 

j 


and First National Bank of Indiana, TnHiana, Pa, (14098), which had 

5 


mcTg^ Dec. 27, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank ( 14098). The 

merged bank at date of merger had . . 


6 

i 



comptroller’s decision 

Indiana, with a population of 13,005, is the county 
seat of, and the lai^st city in, Indiana County. The 
city has been sharing in the county’s recent economic 
revival which is largely predicated upon the construc- 
tion of three multimilUon-dollar power plants. This 
development promises to revitalize the area’s coal in- 
dustry, the area’s single most important economic fac- 
tor, and to create an upswing in the population trend 
which has been declining in recent years. In addition 
to the recently established and expanding industry, 
other important economic factors include nurseries 
(the area is known as the Christmas Tree Capital of 
the World) and dairy fanning. 

The economic outlook for Blairsville and its popula- 
tion of 4,390 is favorable. This community has been 
selected as the site for one of the proposed power 
plants. Located only 15 miles south of Indiana, Blairs- 
ville expects to share in the county’s economic develop- 
ment and ben^t from the revitalization of its coal 
industry. 

The First National Bank in Indiana, with deposits 
of $22 million, is the county’s second largest bank. Hus 
bank, which presently operates four brandies, lias 
demonstrated good growth. It competes with the 
Farmers Bank & Trust Co. of Indiana, with deposits 
of $18.7 million, with The Savings & Trust Co. of 
Indiana, with deposits of $22.3 million, and with a 
branch of the Homer City State Bank, with deposits 
of $10.2 million. 

The Gonemaugh Valley Bank, which was chartered 
in 1%3 and presently operates one branch, has total 

* 


deposits of $3.3 million. Although the bank’s growth 
has been favorable, 80 percent of its deposits are time, 
and half of these are represented by certificates. The 
Blairsville area is dominated by the Blairsville National 
Bank, with deposits of $13.1 milli on. 

The amount of direct competition between the two 
institutions is minimal as the distance between the 
closest offices of the merging banks is 15 miles. The 
charter bank’s entry into Blairsville will stimulate com- 
petition by reason of its more aggressive and sophisti- 
cated services. It will serve the public more effectively 
and efficiently than the merging bank does at present. 
The merger will also resolve certain management prob- 
lems of the merging bank and will strengthen the 
capital structure of the charter bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 
CkTroBER31, 1967. 

summary of REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The head (and closest) offices of the two merging 
institutions are approxiuiaLely 15 miles apart. There 
arc several intervening banking offices. In Uie circum- 
stances, the amount of direct competition between 
the two banks would appear to be limited. 

The merger, if approved, would reduce the num- 
ber of banks in Indiana County from 10 to nine, and 
would result in some increase in concentration. The 
merger would increase the resulting bank’s share of 
total deposits from 21.3 to 24.2 percent and its share 
of total loans from 23.9 to 27.6 percent. 
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CauMKRciAi, & Tnih.istrtai, Bank, Fayf.ttevii.lr, N,C., and North Carolina National Bank, 

Charlotte, N.C. 


Name oj bank and type oj transaction 


Commercial & Tndufitrial Bank, Fayetteville, N.C., with 

and North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte, N.C. (13761), which had. . . . 
merged Dec. 29, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bi^ ( 13761). llie 
merged bank at date of merger had 


Banking offices 


Total assets 


$17, 370, 726 
1,075,341,611 

1,092,712, 337 


, 

To be 

operation 

operated 

6 


77 


83 

1 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 29, 19C7, tlie Nurtli dhuuliiia Nullunal 
Bank, OliarlotU;, N.C., appllt;d lo tlie Comptroller of 
die Curiency fui- pt^riiilssiuii lo with die Corn- 

luercial & Iiidustiial Bank, Fayelleville, N.C., under 
the cliarter and with die dde of the former. 

Ghai'lotte, widi a populadon of approximately 
230,000, is die county seat of, and largest city in, 
Meckleriburg Comity. It is not only Noitli Carolina’s 
largest mhau area but is alsu one of die fastest grow- 
ing cities in die soudieastem United Stales. Aldioogli 
the Chaarlotte area contains 550 iiidustiial firuis, die 
largest em^oyeis aie U'aiispuilaliuii and dislrlbudun 
companies. 

Fayetteville, widi a population of 47,106, serves as 
die county seal of Cumberland County which has a 
populadon of 148,000. Only 16 percent of the work 
force of die county is employed in agriculture and 
iiianufacluring. Tlie reason for this unusual ernploy- 
iiieiil sU'ucluie is die piesence of die Fort Bragg mill* 
tary complex wiiidi suppoils 54,000 soldiers and at 
least an equal number of dependents. The county is 
served by 27 oflic« of six banks for an average of less 
than 5,500 persons per banking odice, wdl under the 
national average of 6,800 per office. Because of the 
relatively heavy brandling slmcture and the limited 
uiaiiufaclui'ing base in the county, the Fayetteville 
metropolitan aiea, comprised of the county, has the 
lowest i-adu of IPG deposits per banking office of any 
large Nordi Carolina metropolitan area. 

North Carolina Nadonal Bank, whJi I PC deposits 
of $625 million, operates 78 offices. Although it is 
often refeiied to as a statewide mstitution, it does not 
operate in every section of die State. Its offices are 
largdy concentrated in or near the crescent formed 
by Raleigh, Greensboro, and Charlotte in the center of 
tire State. Except for oHices in Tarboro and Wilming- 
ton in the east and in Polk County in the west, 
North Carolina National lacks repiesenlalion in the 
remaining portions of the State. It operates no oflices 


in Cumberland County — of which Fayetteville is the 
county seat — nor does it have any office within a radius 
of .50 milex of any of Gonfimerciars five hranchp-s, all 
of which are located in the headquarters county. 

The merging hank, with IPC deposits of $12.8 mil- 
lion, was oiganized in 1938. This bank, which has 
shown favorable growth and has established five 
branchea, remains the smallest of the five banks in 
Fayetteville., The other four banks, which are third, 
fourth, sixth, and seventh in size in the State and have 
a total of 1 9 offices within a 10-mile radius of Fayette- 
ville, are the First TTnion National Bank, Charlotte, 
with deposits of $.580 million. First Citizens Rank & 
Trust Co., Smithfidd, with deposits of $461 million, 
Branch Banking & Tnist Co., Wilson, with deposits 
of $1.50 million, and the Southern National Bank of 
North Carolina, T.iimhertnn, with deposits of $103 
million. This well hanked area does not appear to be 
open to de novo branching at this time.. 

Commercial & Industrial Rank does not, as its name 
would indicate, engage in the customary commercial 
hanking business. At the time of filing this applica- 
tion, 92 percent of its loan portfolio was devoted to 
real extate mortgages and consumer financing; only 
4.8 percent of its loans were of an industrial nature. 
The merging hank appears to be more competitive 
with savings and loan institutions than with the com- 
mercial hanks now in the Fayetteville area. Even if 
North Carolina National Bank could enter this well 
hanked aiea by the de novo route, it is clear that it, 
like, the other commercial banks in Fayetteville, would 
not he really competitive with the merging bank. 

Since the closest offices of the participating banks 
are over 50 miles apart, no competition now exists be- 
tween them. This merger will not eliminate a banking 
alternative for the residents of Fayetteville; it will, in 
fact, give them another highly competitive alternative 
with a broad range of banking services. On consumma- 
tion, the resulting bank will have gained but 0.2 per- 
cent of the State’s total deposits. 
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Applying the statutory criteria to the propcwed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

November 17, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY OENFRAL 

North Carolina National Bank (“NGNB”), the 
second largest bank in North Carolina ($836.3 million 
of total deposits), proposes to meige Commercial & 
Industrial Bank (“C. & I.”), the third largest bank 
($13.8 million of total deposits) in Cumberland Coun- 
ty, N.C. (Fayetteville SMSA) . 

NCNB, headquartered in Charlotte, operates 78 
branch offices in all the principal sections of the State, 
and it is authorized to operate four additional offices 
in the Winston-Salem area during the tobacco season. 
C. & I.*s head office and three of its five branch offices 
are situated in Fayetteville, and its other two branches 
are located in nearby Spring Lake. 

The closest office of NCNB is about 59 miles from 
any office of C. & I.; moreover, numerous offices of 
other banks are located between the applicant banks. 
Therefore, the merger would not appear to eliminate 
any significant amount of existing competition between 
the two banks. 

Since North Carolina law permits statewide branch 
banking, however, the merger would eliminate the 
potential for substantial competition between the ap- 
plicant banks by NCNB’s establishment of a de novo 
branch in Cumberland County. NCNB has demon- 
strated aggressive internal expansion by establishing 
17 new branch offices in die last 6 yeais, and It has 
pending applicadons (o establish two additional 
braiicii offices. In view of such perionnanee and the 
excepUoii<d ecuuuiiilc and grov^h pe4cnts£il 

ill Qunibciifuid CuuiA^ ( tdso tk^j 

Fayetteville SMSA), it would appear that NCNB is 


one of the most likely potential entrants into tliat 
market 

Within Cumberland County, six banks operate 27 
offices. C. & I. competes directly with three of the six 
major branch banks in the State; neither NCNB or 
the State’s largest bank (Wachovia Bank & Trust Co.) 
operates in the county. C. & I. operates six offices and 
ranks third largest in the area, accounting for about 
16 percent of Cumberland County total deposits and 
about 14 percent of IPC demand deposits. The domi- 
nant bank in the area, First-Citizens Bank & Trust 
Co. (total deposits from all offices $460.7 million), 
controls about 48 percent of total area deposits, and 
the two largest banks together account for about 66 
percent of such deposits. Cumberland County is thus 
quite a concentrated banking market. 

C. & I. has grown steadily over the past 6 years; 
both its loans and deposits have more than doubled 
during that period; this growth record surpasses that 
of NCNB during that timespan. C. & I.*s percentage 
share of area deposits has remained relatively steady 
during that period, although it competes directly with 
the third, fourth, sixth, and seventh largest branch 
banks in North Carolina. Accordingly, it is the view of 
the Department that the proposed merger would in- 
volve a significant loss of potential competition in a 
growing but concentrated banking market 

Moreover, the proposed merger is part of a con- 
tinuing trend of acquisitions and mergers by NorUi 
Carolina’s largest commercial banks. This merger 
trend has already had an adverse effect on potential 
competition in the State by inhihiting the estabUshment 
of de novo branches hy the largest banks, thereby re- 
tarding the dfivftlopmpnt of a more competitive bank 
ing stnirtnne In North Cait^ina (a State in W'haeh the 
fine h-inlr^ cocsirol abmN tk/^ rf 

total deposits) . 


The Lincoln National Bank of Chelsea, Chelsea, Mass., and Commonwf.ai.th National Bank, Boston, 

Mass. 


J^amt of bank and typ9 of irantaetion 


The Lincoln National Bank of Chelsea, Chelsea, Mass. (14087), with 

and Commonwealth National Bank, Boston, Mass. (15399), which had 

merged Dro.' 30, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (15399). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In 

operation 


$17,432,092 

27,715,523 


3 

3 


To be 
operated 


43, 796,911 


6 
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comptroller’s decision 

On August 31, 1967, the Commonwealth National 
Bank, Boston, Mass., wllli IPG deposits of $21 niil- 
lioii, and The Lincoln National Bank of Chelsea, Chel- 
sea, Mass., witli IPC deposits of $14 million, applied to 
llie Office of llie GoniptioUer of tlie Currency for per- 
uiission to nieige under the diaitei' and wllli Llie title 
of the former. 

The participating banks aiv located in Suffolk 
County, one of tlie five counties constituting Llie Boston 
Standard Meti'opulilan Statistical Aii^ The Boston 
iiieti-opiditan area, whidi coveis appioxiuiately 990 
square miles, is second only to New York in density of 
populatioiL Witliin a 25-inile radius of Boston there 
are 78 separate towns and cities willi a 1965 estimated 
population of 2-6 million. The 1960 Census of Manu- 
factures indicated dial llien: wei^ 3,38G manufacturing 
plants In die metropolitan area employing about 
290,000 workeis and geneiatiiig an annual payroll of 
close to $1.8 billion. Manufacturing accounts for 39 
percent of die total business payroll generated by all 
firms in the area. 

Boston, where Cuiumonwealdi National Bank is lo- 
cated, constitutes the region’s core and contains about 
25 percent of die aiea’s populaduii. It is the commer- 
cial and distribution center of New England, a major 
supplier erf financial resouices to die Nation’s economy, 
and a world leader in medical and iiudear sdence and 
space technology. Aldiuugh die economy of Boston 
suffered a slowing down dirougliout die 1950*s, since 
1960, through a combination of public and private 
effoits, Boston lias dedicated itself to an ambitious pro- 
gram of nebuildiiig and revltaluatioii. 

Chelsea, wtdr an estimated populadon of 28,000 
is die home of Tlie Lincoln National Bank of Glidsea. 
It is pxjinarily an Industrial and business center lo- 
cated in die center of the greater Boston uietivpulilan 
area and less Uian 4.5 miles from die inajket ceiilus 
of Boston. After almost four decades of decline in popu- 
lation and industry, Chelsea, tlirough the efforts of 
civic, private, and public agencies, is becoming one of 
die most rapidly developing lesldendal and industrial 
areas in the northeast 

The charter bank, organized In 1964, is head- 
quartered in Boston and presently operates two biaiich 
offices. The bank provides a full range of services and 
has established satisfactory coj respondent-bank rida- 
tions with many of the large banks in Boston and New 
York. Emphasizing loans to individuals and small busi- 
nesses, CciMRonwealdi National DarA lias played an 
important part in the redevelopment of the metro- 
politan area. Occasionally, it has been unable to meet 


the Rnancial demands of its customers due to its limited 
lending ability. 

The mei^ng hank, organized in 1934, has its home 
office in Chelsea and presently operates two branch 
offices in Boston. It operates as a full-service commer- 
cial hank primarily for business enterprises and resi- 
dents of the city of Chelsp.a. The bank is presently faced 
with a management succession problem; one of its 
executive officers is near, and another past, retirKnent 
age. Although the customers of the bank are pri m arily 
small busine.s,ses and individuals, its lending ability is 
such that at times it has been unable to meet the credit 
needs of its customers. 

In the resultant service area covering Boston and 
Chelsea, there are 18 cnmmercial banks operating a 
total of 120 offices, with total assets of $5.4 billion, de- 
posits of $4.7 billion and loans of $3 billion. In addi- 
tion, there are 19 savings hanks in the metropolitan 
area with more than .5.5 offices in Boston and Chelsea 
having assets of $8.3 billion, loans of $5.1 billion and 
deposits of $7.3 billion. Competition is also provided by 
27 cooperative banks, nine savings and loan associa- 
tions, one industrial bank, 1 13 credit unions, and vari- 
ous factors and insurance companies. 

Although the service areas of the participating banks 
may overlap to some degree, the extent of competi- 
tion between them is negligible due to the distance 
between the offices of the hanks and the strong compe- 
tition provided by other large area banks. Further- 
more, the. hanks principally serve different areas and 
classes of busine&ses and individuals. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will not have 
an adverse effect on overall competition as the result- 
ing bank will still he less than one-fiftieth the size of 
the largest hank in Boston and will hold less than 1 
percent of total a.ssets, loan.s, and deposits of all com- 
mejr.ial hanks in the Boston-Chelsea area. The effect 
of the minima] increase in the relevant market posi- 
tion of the hanks in Boston and Chelsea will be to in- 
CJiease competition in the local service areas. 

This merger, in addition to solving the management 
.succession problem in the merging bank, will provide 
the communities served by the ban^ with a bank better 
able to serve the needs and conveniences of these ever- 
expanding communities. The greater lending limit and 
more extensive range of hanking services to be made 
available hy the resulting bank to the residents of this 
area are clearly in the public interest 

Gon-sidered in the light of the statutory criteria, this 
merger is judged to he in the public interest and is, 
therefore, approved. 

November 29, 1967. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger would combine two three- 
office banlcs located in the adjoining cities of Boston 
and Chelsea, in Suffolk County, Mass. 

Since the distances between offices of the two banks 
are not great (ranging from 54 to 5 miles), the pro- 
posed merger undoubtedly will eliminate some degree 
of direct competition between tbem. Both banks are, 
however, relatively small and face direct competition 


close by from offices of the large Boston banks (the 
First National Bank of Boston, National Shawmut 
Bank, State Street Bank & Trust Co., and New Eng- 
land Merchants National Bank) . 

In the entire Boston metropolitan area — ^an area 
which clearly overstates the realbtic market of the 
meiging banks — ^the applicants together have only 
0.17 percent of tlie total deposits. In Suffolk County 
alone, they have only about 0.9 and 0.8 percent of 
total deposits and IPC demand deposits. 


Che.ster-Schroon-Horioon Bank, Cheittertown, N.Y., and Glens Falls National Bank & Trust Co.j 

Glens Falls, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

^ame of bank and type of transaetion 

Total aseets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

Bank, ChestCTtown, N.Y., with 

$5,691,565 

60, 320, 330 

66, 027, 895 

2 


and Glens Falls National Bank & TVust Go., Glens Falls, N.Y, (7699), which 

6 




moved Dec. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (7699). I 
The merged bank at date of merger had I 


8 





comptooller’s decision 

On September 18, 1967, the Chester-Schroon-Hori- 
con Bank, Chesteitown, N.Y., witli IPG deposits of 
$4.6 million, and the Glens Falls National Bank & 
Trust Co., Glens Falls, N.Y., with IPC deposits of 
$43.2 million, applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency to merge under tlie diaiter and title of the latter. 

Glens Falls, locafted approxinialely 50 uiiles north 
nf the State capital of Albany, N.Y., has an estimated 
pfqmlation of 20,00a It is a diversified residential and 
industrial cfty which serves as the principal shopping 
area for the eastern Adirondack region. 

The charter bank was organi7ed in 1851. It services 
an area with a population in excess of 100,000 through 
a network of six hanking offices, viz., two in Glens 
Falls, two in Fort Eldward, and one each in Lake 
Geoige and South Glens Falls. None of its branches 
are located more than 9 miles from its head office. Its 
branch nearest to the merging bank is the Lake Geoige 
branch office, which is approximately 20 miles south 
of the head office of the merging bank. 

The merging bank, chartered in 1930, operates two 
banking offices, including the head office in Chester- 
town, population 500, and a branch in Schroon Lake. 
Tlirough these offices, it services an area consisting 
primaiily of small i-esort communilies in die Adiron- 
dack Mountains iiortli of Lake George and having an 
estimated population of 1 0,000. 
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Consummation of the merger will increase rather 
than lessen competition in the Ghestertown area. The 
resulting bank will be in a better position to compete 
with the $694 million State Bank of Albany into War- 
rensburg, 13 miles south of Ghestertown, and the $160 
million First Trust Go. of Albany in North Greek, 
14 miles to the ^vest, as well as the continued presence 
of the Bolton office of the $88 million First National 
Bank of Glens Falls, 8 miles to (he southeast. Com- 
petition in the area Is also piuvided by the National 
Commercial Bank & Trust Co. of Albany and the 
Marine Midland National Bank of Troy. In addition, 
there arc numerous insurance companies, sales Unaucc 
companies, personal loan companies, and two savings 
and loan associations with assets of $16 million com- 
peting for the savings dollars of the area residents. 
There is no competition between the two merging 
institutions since the merging bank services an area 
north of Lake George consbting principally of resort 
communities while the charter bank services an area 
south of Lake George consisting of residential, indus- 
trial, and resort communities between Lake George 
and Saratoga. 

Consummation of the merger will provide Chester- 
town and its immediate surroundings with a laiger, 
wdl-managcd, aggressive institution. The resulting 
bank will offer interest rates competitive with tranches 
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of the Albany-based banks as well as tmst facilities and 
will expand installment lending nnt. presently offered 
by the merging bank. In addition, the management 
of the charter bank will infuse more aggressive leader- 
ship into the Chestertown office. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
meiger we conclude that it is in the piihlir, interest, 
and the application is, therefore, approved. 

November 21, 1967. 


•NUMMARY O? ?.E?ORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Tliis prupused iiieiger would eliminate whatever 
direct competition exists between these two banks 
wliuse liuuie offices aie 28 miles apaert and closest of- 
fices are 16 miles apart in a resort area of upper 
New York Stale. It would also Increase concentration 
in Wai'ieii County where the acquiring bank present- 
ly lias about 34 percent of total deposits, and would 
after the merger have about 38 percent. 


Live Stock Exchange Bank, Indianapolis, Ind., and Merchants National Bank & Trust Go. of 

Indianapolis, Ind. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Banking offices 


Total assets 


In 

operation 


To be 
operated 


Live Stock Exchange Bank, Indianapolis, Ind., with 

and Merchants Nadonai Bank & Trust Co. of Indianapolis, Indianapolis, 

Ind. (869), which had 

merged Dec. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (869). The 
merged bank at date of merger had 


$7, 280, 769 
425, 198, 271 
432, 383, 502 


27 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 18, 1967, the Live Stock Exchange 
Bank, Indianapolis, Ind., with IPC deposits of $4 
million, and the Merchants National Bank & Trust 
Go. of Indianapolis, Ind., with IPG deposits of $271 
million, applied to the Office of the Gomptroller of the 
Guirency for pennission to mei^ under the charter 
and with the title of the latter. 

Both participating banks are located in Indianapolis, 
which is the county seat of Marion Gounty and the 
largest municipality in the State. Marion Gounty, 
which constitutes the service area of the charter bank, 
has a population of about 850,000 and is situated 
approximately in the geographical center of the State. 
It is a highly industrialized area as is evidenced by the 
1,100 manufacturing firms located in the metropolitan 
area which produce 1,200 different products. The 
labor force employed by the major industries and 
commercial establishments in the area is 320,000 and 
is expected to grow to approximately 430,000 by 1984. 

The Merchants National Bank & Trust Go. of 
Indianapolis, chartered in 1865, presently operates 26 
banking offices throughout the greater Indianapolis 
metropolitan area. The bank serves the downtown 
Indianapolis business district, consisting almost entirely 
of retail businesses, and, through its many branches, it 
serves various industrial areas throughout the county. 

293 - 544—68 10 


It is a well managed institution offering full banking 
services. With 17.7 percent of total loans and 17.5 
percent of total deposits in its service area, it ranks 
third in size among the six competing commercial 
banks. These include, besides the participating banks, 
American Fletcher National Bank & Trust Go., The 
Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis, Peoples Bank 
& Trust Go., and First Bank & Trust Go. Also operating 
in the area are 15 savings and loan associations which 
strongly compete for the savings dollar and real estate 
mortgage loans and a number of credit unions, sales 
finance companies, and personal loan outlets. 

The Live Stock Exchange Bank of Indianapolis, 
chartered in 1913, is a single-office bank located in 
the Indianapolis stockyards district. Although located 
in a highly industrial area, it does not serve the needs 
of businesses in the area but specializes in serving the 
needs of cattlemen and livestock commission agents. 
This bank is the smallest bank operating in Marion 
Gounty. Because of its size and the specialized serv- 
ices, it does not compete in any material way with the 
other banks operating in the county. In addition, the 
bank presently faces a management succession 
problem. 

The addition of $4 million of deposits to the char- 
ter bank through this merger will have no effect on 
overall competition. The resulting bank will continue 
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to rank as the third lai^st in the area, with 17.8 per- 
cent of total loans and 17.8 percent of total deposits; 
an increase of only 0,1 percent in total loans and 0,3 
percent in total deposit over what the charter bank 
nmur lirtlHo The merger v.*ill eliminate a noncempeti 
dve institution and replace it with a full service in- 
stitution capable of meeting the diversiBed needs of a 
number of business and individual borrowers located 
in the highly industrial section of Indianapolis. Fur- 
thermore, the management succession problem in the 
merging bank will be solved as capable officers in the 
charter bank will be available to replace the merging 
bank’s chief executive officer when he retires. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, 
this merger is judged to be in the public interest, and 
is, therefore, approved. 

November 13, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This is a proposal to merge the Mei'chanU Nailuual 
Bank (30 offices with deposits of $329.3 million) and 
the Live Stock Exchange Bank (one office with deposits 
of $5.7 million). Both banks arc located in Marion 
v/Ttbwi tb< aica of Iiidhuiapuiis, 

Ind. 


Live Stock Exchange’s clientele is presently limited 
to the neighboring stockyard commission houses and 
livestock feeders. Ten accoimts provide two-thirds of 
all demand balances and one-half of all loans. How- 
ever, Live Stock IiuS mci cased xts uuL-umc 

considerably over the past 5 years. 

Live Stock Exchange Is piesently competitive with 
Merchants. The closest offices of Merchants are 1%, 
V/t, and 2J4 miles from Live Stock Exchange; in all, 
eight offices of Merchants are within three miles of 
Live Stock Exchange. While these offices offer a much 
larger line of banking services than does Live Stock 
Exchange, both banks compete for loam and demand 
deposits. This competition would, of course, be elim- 
inated by the proposed merger. 

Banking in Marion County is highly concentrated. 
The three largest banks account for over 95 percent of 
total deposits in tJie comity. Willilu Marion Qjuniy, 
Ind., the pn^xwed meiger would increase Merchants 
National’s share of IPC demand deposits by 0.3 per- 
cent fnmn 20.7 to 21.0 percent. In such a highly con- 
centrated market, any further incarasc in the concen- 
trAtvon c/ ViMsliing rrsvaA^ciS in the hands U ll«. Ifligcst 
banks is likely to have an adverse effect on competition. 

« 


The Jefferson Banking Go., Jeffrrson, Ohio, and Thb NoK iTmAsncirN Ohio NAnoNAi. Bank, Ashtabula, 

Ohio 


Kame bank and type of transaction 


The jeffenon Banking Co., Jefferson, Ohio, with 

and The Northeastern Ohio National Bzude, Ashtabula, Ohio (5075), which j 

had 

melted Dec. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (5075). The 
merged bank at date of merger had j 



Banking offices 

Total assets 

In 

To be 


operation 

(perked 

$13,437,866 

2 


39, 733, 678 

7 


53, 171,544 

! 

9 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 14, 1967, The Northeastern Ohio National 
Bank, Ashtabula, Ohio, with deposits of $32.5 million, 
and The Jefferson Banking Co., Jefferson, Ohio, with 
deposits of $10.2 million, applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. A hearing on 
this application was held in Ashtabula, Ohio, on 
July 25, 1967. 

Ashtabula, Ohio, the laigest city in Ashtabula 
County, is in the extreme northeast comer of the State, 
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56 miles east of Cleveland and 52 miles west of Erie, 
Pa. The pre-sent population is about 24,800, a signifi- 
cant increase over the 1960 population. It is situated 
in the center of a triangle foimed by the cities of Cleve- 
land, Pittsburgh, and Youngstown — all areas of 250,- 
000 people or more. Ashtabula, lying just a few 
miles south of Lake Erie, has one of die finest har- 
bors on the Great Lakes and is the most active poit 
on the St. Lawrence Seaway. It ranks number one 
among all the Great Lakes ports in tonnage of gen- 
eral cargo moved. In 1966 it loaded for sliipmeut over 
1 1 million gross tom of iioii oie. Its port facilities in- 
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elude railroad-operated docks, commercial docks with 
open and covered storage, finger piers extending 2,000 
feet, and gantry cranes for loading and unloading 
heavy freight. 

Jefferson, Ohio, with a population of 2,360, is the 
county scat of Ashtabula County and the home office 
of the merging bank. It is located in the southern 
part of the county some 10 miles from Ashtabula. 
Altiiough the economy b primarily agricultural and 
residential, some light industry has recently moved into 
the area. 

Ashtabula County, covering 706 square miles, is the 
largest in tlie Stale. Tile county's population in 1960 
was approximately 100,000; 40 percent of which was 
iionfariu lusldciils, 8 p^erit were rural farm residents 
and 52 percent resided in the urban areas. Industrial 
plants in tiie county, numbering 154, manufacture a 
variety of items sudi as electrical machinery, rubber, 
chemicals, and paper. Some of the larger plants among 
Ashtabula's 63 industries are Sherwin-Williams, Union 
Carbide Metals, and True Temper. Retail sales in the 
city of Ashtabula were $63 million in 1966, a $9 mil- 
lion increase over 1965, 

The charter bank has seven offices located in the 
northern port of tlie county. Tlie merging bank’s only 
brancxi is in Rock Creek, Ohio, which is 1 0 miles south- 
west of its iiiiiln office and 20 miles southwest of the 
main office of the charter bank. The nearest offices of 
the two banks axe about 10 miles apart. 

The present service area of the charter bank ex- 
tends along tlie lake, including the cities of Gonneaut, 
Ashtabula, Geneva, and Geneva on-the-Lake, and 
south to Harpersfield. The county is divided by Inter- 
state 90 vdiich runs east and west This toll-free, four- 
lane, divided expressway which connects ^vith the New 
York Tliruwuy, creates a natural and reasonable sepa- 
ration between Uie service areas of the two banks. 
Testimony ut tlic hearing establiriied that for all prac- 
tical puj'poses lliere is iio existing competition beti^re^ 
the puilicipalliig bunks. Witness^ testified that less 
than 2 pcrccfit of Nortlieastem’s deposit and loan vol- 
ume came from Jefferson’s trade area and less than 1 
percent of Jeffei'son’s deposit and loan voKime came 
from Northeastern’s trade area. 

The merging bank, situated in an agricultural en- 
vironment, has traditionally been a leader in the field 
of farm loans and farm real estate financing. Due to 
dib cApcftbe, it has engendemd a loan demand from 
die farm community that has absorbed most of its 
Icndable funds leaving little available for installment 
or mortgage loans. The charter bank should be able 
to minimize this problem by making funds available 


from the more urban areas to serve the rural customers 
of the merging bank. 

Typical of many small country banks, The Jefferson 
Banking Co. is faced with a severe management suc- 
cession problem. It has suffered serious losses in ex- 
perienced officer strength over the past several years 
by de^th and retirement. The testimony reveals that 
the president must pei^nally handle every important 
loan application and credit matter in view of the laxJc 
of experienced personnel. The merging bank has been 
unsuccessful in its attempts to hire general supervisory 
talent. Due in large part to the management shortage, 
certain problems have been created in the hank’s loan 
portfolio. The charter bank, on the other hand, is well 
staffed with a balanced combination of youth, experi- 
ence, and education. The Superintendent of Ranks of 
the State of Ohio testified regarding the management 
and staffing problems of the merging bank and the 
difficulty it faced in obtaining qualifieri officers be- 
cause of the competition and higher .salaries offered 
in the nearby communities of Youngstown, Cleveland, 
Akron, Canton, and Pittsburgh. It was also his view 
that the management succession problem as well as 
others could be readily solved by the merger of these 
two banks. He further testified that he believed that 
should the charter bank enter Jefferson hy opening a 
de novo branch in Jefferson rather than hy mergEr, it 
would endanger the merging bank. 

Consummation of this merger will clearly serve the 
convenience and needs of the residents in and around 
Jefferson. The lending limit of th« merging bank is 
$75,000 as compared with $300,000 limit, of The Farm- 
ers National Bank & Tnist Co. of Ashtabula whicJi 
maintains an office in Jefferson. The r«iultant bank will 
have a competitive lending capacity. Trust services 
will be offered by the resultant bank to the people in 
and around Jefferson where there is a Ruhstantial de- 
mand since Jefferson enjoys the second highest per 
capita income in the county. The resultant bank will 
actively seek installment loan burinesR in the JefferEon 
bank’s trade area, which to date the merging hank has 
been unable to do; thus bringing it into competition 
with the county’s largest hank. The merger would also 
bring to the customers of the merging bank special 
checking accounts^ automobile dealer floor-plan financ.- 
ing and Ohio Higher Education A^istance Commis- 
sion loans. The receiving bank, following the merger, 
would not only be large enough to consider the instal- 
lation of computerized equipment, so important in 
modem banking today, but large enough to retain 
those of its customers wh<»e ciodit demands appear 
to be outgrowing the bank’s capacity. 
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The Jefferson bank, because of the shortage in top 
management, has been unable to devote the time and 
the talent to community dvic activities which it should. 
The resulting bank, with an officer devoting full time 
to budness development, would alleviate this situa- 
tion and promote the continued growth of Jefferson. 

In view of the record before this OflSce and applying 
the statutory criteria, we find that the benefits to the 
convenience and needs of the community clearly out- 
weigh the anticompetitive aspects involved in this pro- 
posal. Accordingly, the application to merge, being 
in the public interest, is, therefore, approved. 

October 5, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger involves the second and third 
largest (out of five) banks in Ashtabula County, Ohio: 
The Northeastern Ohio National Bank (“Northeast- 
ern”) and the Jefferson Banking Co. (“Jefferson 
Bank”). 

Ashtabula County is a growing community in the 
northeastern comer of Ohio, adjacent to Lake Erie 
and western Permsylvania; it is 40-65 miles from 
Cleveland. The county had a population in 1960 of 
93,067 which represented an 10 f*ercent lucieaije over 
1950 and its population in 1966 was approxluiately 
100,000. 


The proposed merger would eliminate direct com* 
petition between Jefferson Bank’s head oflSce and the 
three Northeastern offices in Ashtabula, 10 miles to 
the north. It may also eliminate some direct competi- 
tion with two of Northeastern’s offices in Geneva, 
which are approximately 20 miles from Jefferson. 
There are no other banks lying between Jefferson and 
either of the northern communities; and, moreover, 
as the application states, “Being the largest metropolis 
in Ashtabula County, Ashtabula City, to some extent, 
draws customers from the entire county.” 

The proposed merger would also significantly in- 
crease concentration in the already concentrated Ash- 
tabula County banking market. Northeastern pres- 
ently holds 31.5 percent of the county’s total bank 
deposits; and its acquisition of Jefferson Bank would 
add another 9.6 percent to its market share. Similarly, 
the two banks, respectively, hold about 37 percent and 
10 percent of the county’s IPC demand deposits. 

Thus, the proposed merger would reduce the bank- 
ing alternatives in this growing county from six to 
five, and result in a situation where over 75 percent 
of the county’s total bank deposits are in the hands of 
the two laigrat bun Is. The ref we, we conclude dial die 
proposed merger would liave a slgiiincaiit adverse ef- 
fect on competition in Ashtabula County. 


University National Bank, Fullerton, Cauf., and Newport National Bank, Newport Beach, Calif. 




Bcmking e^ces 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

UnivexMty Nationai Bank, FuUertOD, Calif. ( 15515), with 

$8, 151, 683 
32, 683, 049 

40, 834, 732 

4 


and Nftvmort Natinnat Bank, Newport Rearh Calif. whieh had .... 

3 


merg^ Dec. 31, 1967, under charter and title of the latter bank (15235). The j 
merged bank at date of merger had ' 


7 





comptroller’s decision 

On October 6, 1967, the University National Bank, 
Fullerton, CaUf., with IPC deposits of $4.8 million, 
and the Newport National Bank, New^port Beach, 
Calif., with IPG deposits of $22.8 million, applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency to merge under the 
charter and title of the latter. 

Newport Beach, with a population of 40,000, is lo- 
cated 13 miles southeast cif downtown Los Angeles 
in the extreme southern part of Orange County. It is 
a wealthy coastal community which will greatly bene- 
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fit from the orderly development of the 35,000-acre 
Irvine Ranch immediately inland from the town. In 
addition to an annual population increase of 12,000 
per year, the Irvine Ranch will contain the 4,000-acre 
Irvine industrial complex to provide employment for 
an estimated 16,000 persons. 

The Newport National Bank was oiganized in 1964. 
In addition to its head office, it has two branches plus 
a pending applicatton for an additional office. Its head 
office of the diarter bank Is located approximately 21 
miles from the main office of the merging bank. 
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The University National Bank, chartered in 1965, 
operates its main office and two branches within the 
city of Fullerton. Located 26 miles southeast of down- 
town Los Angeles, Fullerton is primarily a residential 
coiiuiiujiily witli a present population of approximatdy 
80,000. Ill die seivice area of the mergmg bonk, which 
is in the extreme northern portion of Orange County, 
can be found a California state college with an en- 
rollment of 9,000 and several industrial firms em- 
ploying in excess of 48,000. 

In the service area of the charter, competition is 
provided by nine branches of the Bank of America 
NT & SA, five branches of Security First National 
Bank, four branches of United California Bank, two 
offices of Crocker-Citizens National Bank, as well as 
branch offices of five other local and regional banks. 
Within the service area of the merging bank are 12 
branches of the Bank of America NT & SA, seven 
branches of the Security First National Bank, four 
branches of the United California Bank, as well as 
eight other branches of local and regional banks. 
Consummation of the merger will increase rather than 
lessen competition in the service areas of both banks. 
Since each bank operates in a different section of 
Orange County, there is no overlap of service areas. 
Consequently, there appears to be no evidence of 
common depositor or common borrower relationships. 
The resulting bank will be able to compete more 
actively with branches of the major statewide banks. 

* 

IL Additional Approvals 

A. Approved, but in litigation. 


Consummation of the merger will enable the re- 
sulting bank to expand its travel services and possibly 
justify the future granting of trust powers. The larger 
bank will be bett^ able to service the convenience and 
needs of clients in its service area through resulting 
increased depth in management^ larger lending limits, 
and added services. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger we conclude that it is in the public interest, and 
the application is, therefore^ approved. 

December 1 , 1967 . 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY OENERAL 

Newport National Bank, organized in 1963, with 
present deposits of $25.6 million, proposes to merge 
University National Bank, oiganized in 1965, with 
present deposits of $6.3 million. Both these banks 
operate in Orange County, a rapidly growing area 
in southern California. 

The closest offices of the merging banks are 18 
miles apart in a heavily populated part of Orange 
County. Between these offices of the merging banks 
there are many offices of competing banks, including 
the largest in California. The amount of direct com- 
petition between the merging banks would appear 
to be limited. The two merging banks account for 
less than 3 percent of Orange County’s IPC demand 
deposits; and, therefore, the effect of the proposed 
merger upon banking concentration in Orange Coun- 
ty does not appear to be substantial. 

* 


Phillipsburg National Bank & Trust Co., Phillipseuro, N.J., and Second National Bank of 
Phillipsburo, Phillipseuro, N.J, 


Name of bank and type of transaction '• 

Total assets 

Banking offices 
in operation 

The Phillipsburg National Bank & Trust Go., Phillipsburg, N.J. (1239), with . 

$21, 529, 000 
15, 867,000 

1 

3 

and The Second National Bank of Phillipsburg, PhUlipsbuig, N.J. (5556), which had 

Applied for permission to merge May 1, 1967, under the charter and with the title of the 
former ba^ (1239). The application was approved Dec. 18, 1967. The pending merger j 
was challenged by Justice Etepartment, Jan. 16, 1968, and is presently in litigation. 

2 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 1, 1967, the Phillipsburg National Bank & 
Trust Co., Phillipsburg, N.J., with deposits of $20 
million and the Second National Bank of PhUlipsbuig, 
Phillipsburg, N.J., with deposits of $15.2 million, ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 


sion to merge under the charter and title of the for- 
mer. A public hearing was held on this application on 
August 14, 1967. 

Phillipsburg is located on the eastern bank of the 
Delaware River in Warren County in northwest New 
Jersey in the area frequendy referred to as the Lehigh 
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Valley section. This city, covering 3.7 square miles, had 
a 19^ population of 18,500 reflecting a 2.2 percent 
decline from the 1950 census and 5,700 households 
with an annual average income of $6,520. For many 
years, Phillipsburg has been a railroad and industrial 
center; five railroads now serve it, and five local in- 
dustries employ 4,900 persons. This city is not only the 
trading center for Warren County but is also the largest 
city in the New Jersey area comprised of Warren, 
Hunterdon and Sussex counties. 

Warren County, which surrounds Phillipsburg, is 
one of the last areas in the State to feel the impact of 
the burgeoning economic and population growth that 
has marked the eastern counties. Apart from Phillips- 
burg and its environs, Warren County is primarily 
agricultural depending upon dairy farming and related 
activities. The slowly increasing industrial activity of 
the county is being centered around Phillipsburg, which 
is economically linked to the other Lehigh Valley in- 
dustrial towns of Allentown, Bethlehem and Easton. 

Directly across the Delaware River from Phillips- 
burg is the City of Easton in Northampton County, 
Pa. Easton, with a 1960 population of 32,000, is con- 
nected with Phillif>sburg by two well travdlcd highway 
bridges, one of which carries U.S. Highway 22 up the 
Lehigh Valley, Because of the close proximity and ease 
of travel between these cities, so much economic inter- 
course has developed that they must be treated as one 
economic \mit. Some 3,552 Warren County, N.J., resi- 
dents commute daily to jobs in Pennsylvania, while 
3,432 Pennsylvania residents come into V/arrsn Gorarty 
to work. The commingled life of these two cities is 
further demonstrated by the fact that Orr^s retail de- 
partment store in Easton derives 43 percent of its 
charge customers from New Jersey, while its Lopat- 
cong, N.J., store derives 37 percent of its charge cus- 
tomers from Pennsylvania. This dose rdationshtp is 
further evidenced by the fact that the three Hiillips- 
biiig hank? and the four Easton bonks opoTite a com- 
mon clearing house for their mutual convenience. Fur- 
ther, fully half the 5,000 employees of Ingersol Rand, 
Phillipsburg’* largest employer arc Pennsylvania 
residents. 

Because of the large daily movement of population 
throughout this T i^high Valley area ^vith its consequent 
social and economic integration, the U.S. Bureau of 
the Census has designated it as a Standard Metro- 
politan Statistical Area. This statistical area has been 
defined to embrace all of Lehigh and Northampton 
counties in Pennsylvania and all of Warren County in 
New Jersey. Because this definition includes the cities 
of Allentown, Bethlehem and Easton in Pennsylvania 
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and Phillipsburg in New Jersey, it is referred to as the 
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton Metropolitan Statistical 
Area. The applicant banks operate within this area 
and compete with other banks located therein. For 
example, Phillipsburg National’s retail auto loan busi- 
ness is divided with 60 percent in Jersey and 40 percent 
in Pennsylvania. Thirty percent of home improvement 
loans are made to Pennsylvania customers. 

The impact of this proposed merger is difficult to 
assess because of conflicting definitions of the market 
served by the applicant banks. In view of the location 
of Phillipsburg in the eastern end of Lehigh Valley 
and its close economic ties with Easton, Bethlehem and 
Allentown farther up the Valley, it is proper to accept 
the entire statistical area as the section of the country 
in which these banks do business. The social and 
economic interchange of these cities and the mobility 
of so many of their residents throughout the entire area 
supports this view. Radio, television and newspaper 
companies operating in each of the component cities 
accept the statistical area as an appropriate market 
in solicitation of advertising. The four principal cities 
of the SMS A are only 18 miles apart tlnougji tlie valley. 
They are linked by Highway 22 and Uie new Interstate 
78 as well as by two major railroads. Intercity rapid 
transit via bus connects them within a 20-ininute drive 
and they share the same airport facilities. 

The participating banks, however, suggest in their 
application that the market they serve is not coextensive 
with the statistical area. They would exclude all of 
Lehigh County except the City of Allentown, wiiidi lies 
on its eastern edge. In lieu of Lehigh County, they 
v.^ould include the northwest comer of Hunterdon 
County in New Jersey, because of its close proximity 
to Phillipsburg. 

At the hearing on this application, the banks’ witness 
further narrowed the geographic leadi uf Uie market 
by a line running north from the midpoint between 
Easton and Bethldicmi to Nazareth, tlience easterly, 
to include Stockertown, to the Delaware River, up the 
■river to Belvidere, N.J., east again to encompass 
Oxford Furnace, then south to the Wairen-ITunterdon 
county line and then westward in an arc about 5 
miles south of PhiUipsburgh to the stariiiig point. 'Ihis 
definition was justified on the grounds dial it contained 
that section of the country from which the merging 
banks derive 93 percent of their deposits and 85 percent 
of their loans. This narrow definition of the market 
served by the parficipating banks for the purpose of 
assessing the competitive impact of this proposal is as 
unrealistic as would be a market circumscribed by a 
10-mile radius about Phillipsburg. Such a definition 
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serves only to point out where the merging banks now 
do business with llicir pi*esent customers. It does not 
truly indicate with what other banks outside the area 
they are competing to get new customers and to retain 
dieir present customers. The record clearly demon- 
strates that banks located in Allentown and Bethlehem 
solicit banking business originating in Pbillipsbiirg and 
throughout Warren County. For this reason^ the com- 
petitive force of tills proposal will be viewed in the 
context of the geographic market set forth in the 
application. In addition, of course, hanlo; sftiiateri ax 
far away as Philadelphia, Newark and New York are 
active in Uie area. For example, between 1961 and 
1966, tlie Howard Savings Institutirm of Newark and 
tlie Morris County Savings Bank of Mcrtristown took 
134 mortgages in Warren County, 

Witliin tlie competitive market described by the 
applicant banks, there are 35 banks operating 57 
offices, witli aggregate deposits of $966.5 million and 
loans of $566.5 million. Tlie inaiket varies little from 
the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area itself 
which has 37 banks, 83 offices and $936 million de- 
posits on June 30, 1966. The largest bank in this mar- 
ket is tlie Fiist National Bank of Allentown with 
deposits of $170 million. Two other banks in Allen- 
town have deposits substantially in excess of the 
combined total of the merging banks, Merchants Na- 
tional Bank and Lehigh Valley Trust Co., with de- 
posits of $105,8 and $85.2 million, respectively. 
Bethlehem also has two banks with larger deposits, 
First National Bank, with $87.8 million, and Union 
Bank & Trust Co. of Eastern Pennsylvania, witli $70.4 
million. Easton National Bank, one of the three banks 
immediately acixjss the river and one-half mile from 
the merging institutions, would still have twice the 
deposits. Tlie I'esultlng bank would rank eighth in 
size in Uie iiiaiket ; second In <tlie twin cities of Easton 
and Phillipsburg ahead of Lafayette Trust Go., 
Nortiiamptuu National Bank and Kiillipsburg Trust 
Co., with $21, $19, and $11 million, respectively. 

The Pliillipsbuig National Bank was organized as 
a State institution in 1856 and was converted to a 
National Assix-ialion in 1865. ThU bank, which has 
never been party to an amalgamation, operate its 
main office in the old central business district of 
Phillipsburg and a branch in the TTillcrest Shopping 
Mall in Lopatcong Township in the new and ex- 
panding noitlreast section of Phillipsburg. Its second 
urandi is situated in Alpha, a suburban ccHxmMimty 
2.5 miles south of Phillipsburg. This bank is relatively 
small fur an active industrial cornsnunity. It has not 
been aLic to lelaiii eatnings ccnnnerisuv&te vri^ its 


growth, nor has it been able, on its limited earning 
base, to develop the management reserves it now needs. 
With its restricted resources, it has not been feasible 
for this bank to modernize its operations to provide 
the broader services possible through use of automatic 
data processing techniques. 

The Second National Bank of Phillipsburg was or- 
ganized under its present charter in 1900. This bank, 
whose deposits have increased from $5.9 million in 
1947 to $15.4 at the end of 1966, operates its main 
office 100 feet from the main office c/f the charter bank. 
Altliougli its one branch office i-s situated in the north- 
east sector c»f Fliillip^rg on Route 24 directly op- 
posite lire Hillcresi Branch of the charter bank, the 
two brandies serve different markets because the 
heavy commercial traffic on Route 24 forms an effec- 
tive baiTier to pedestrian traffic. Like its proposed 
partner in this merger, the Second National Bank 
has not been able to grow with the community, to 
modernize its operations, or to bolster its management 
staff with adequately trained persons. 

The third and only other bank in Fhillipsbuig is 
the Phillipsburg Trust Company, This bank, with total 
deposits of $11.3 million, has enjoyed marked growth 
over the last 10 years. Whereas its deposits have in- 
creased by 107.4 percent, its loans have gone up 77 
percent. 

It cannot be doubted that the participating banks 
compete with each other. The application states: 

An aiialysiii of the participating banks’ business shows 
that they are presently in direct competition against each 
other in many ways as might be expected from their Mmilar- 
ity in size and location of offices. 

Because each bank operates its main office and a 
branch office in such close proximity to the main 
office and branch of the other, they must be deemed 
Lu serve coextensive markets. The following tabulation 
indicates that they compete in this market for the 
same customers by offering substantially identical 
banking services. 

Tire competitive posture of these banks vis-a-vis 
cadi otlier is further indicated by their lending capa- 
bilities; FliilUpsbuig National Bank has a lending limit 
of $115,000, whereas the Second National Bank may 
lend up to$105,000. 

Analysis of tlie table indicates the problems they face 
as small banks in a growing industrial community 
and explains their desire to merge despite the prevail- 
ing climate. Time and the expanding economy are 
catching up with thrai. Time deposits, upon which 
they pay high interest costs, constitute the bulk of the 
dc^iosk boce of Neither has bem able tn offset 
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Percent of total 

Phillipsburg 

PfatUmal 

Bank 

Second 

Pfational 

Bank 

Loans: 



Real estate ; 

56 

76 

Onuumer installment 

24 

10 

Single payment to individuals. . 

10 

6 

Commercial and industrial .... 

8 

3 

Other 

2 

5 


100 

100 

Deposits: 

1 


Demand 

29 i 

23 

Time 

71 

77 


100 

100 


thece high dqiosit-intcrcst costs to any signiiluuil de- 
grea through profitable cwnmcrcial sad mductiud 
loanfi. By mnrpotrRting their lc?s? in real eeticto mort 
gagn’. and rnnffliTnrr in^tallxacnt len^s^g^ th*y 1 w/b 
encountered direct competition from the savings and 
loan aficociatinns nnd from the credit unions^ suiall 
loan companies and sales finance oompanies. HiilUps- 
burg is an industrial city, but with only 8 percent 
and 3 percent, respectively, of loan portfolio in the 
commercial and industrial category, it is plain that the 
subject metkution& ore not servicing thcoc communHy 
needs. They have testified that they do intend to com- 
pete in that market in the event that the merger is 
approved. 

Whether the existing competition between die partic- 
ipating banks which will be eliminated by tliis uieiger 
is substantial or not depends upon the definllioii uf die 
product and geographic market to which it is refer- 
enced. Since several different geographic markets have 
be^ suggested for assessing the competitive iuipact 
of this merger, the following table, based on approxi- 
mate total deposits and limited to commercial banks 
as a product market, clearly demonstrates the rela- 
tive competitive impact for that product market in each 
su^ested geographic area. 



i Tora/ 1 

Pereerd 

Suggested market area 

II 

deposits 

CSty of Phillipsburg fS banks) . . . 
Phiilipsburg-Easton (7 banks). . . 

$45.6 

147.8 

75.7 

23,3 

Warren Go.-Easton-N.W. 



Hunterdon Go. (16 banks). . . . 
Modified Statistical Area of 

278.0 

13.0 

Application (35 banka) 

966.6 

3.6 

! 



Because it is manifest that the competitive impact 
of any bank merger decreases as the number of com- 
petitor banks increases, it is incumbent on the interested 
supervisory authorities to use utmost care in selecting 
the real area from which competition derives, if the 
public interest is to be truly protected. In the light of 
the foregoing analyris of the economic complex of 
this area of the country known as the Lehigh Valley 
section, there is no warrant for asessing this proposal 
in the context of a market comprised only of Phillips- 
burg or of Phillipsburg and Easton. A broader market, 
in tune with the realities of the economics of the area 
and the facts of banking competition, is clearly needed 
in this case. As counsel for the Department of Justice 
argued in a similar situation “banks may be said to 
be in competition if they are convenient alternatives 
for a customer,” 

Even in the wider market suggested by the appli- 
rants, it is dear that this merge? will have uume udveisc 
rffrrf^ on banking competition. Il win dhuhiutc one 
hnnk from the PhUlii:«bMsig*^atfco*i coundex whcRj the 
local retail customer may be said to liave his con- 
venience alternatives, although its Iiupact on the inter- 
mcdiatc-siscd and the quite-large customers may be 
concluded to be marginal at best In the context of the 
brooder market, this adverse competitive effect is not 
truly significant. The residents of Phillipsbuig still 
hawi ready access to five other banking liulilulluiis in 
their town and in Easton. With 20 minutes driving 
time, they can reach the larger institutions in Hunter- 
don County, in Bethlehem and in Allentown. 

The savings and loan imtitutions with wliicli tliese 
bonlcs most directly compete ^e 13 in number with 
deposits of $68.4 million on December 31, 19GG. Tliere 
are 34 finance companies in the market offeiing direct 
competition in the field of constoner financing, and, 
as was testified to by an officer of Pliillipsbuig National 
Bank with 11 years experience in finance coinpaiiies, 
80 90 percent of finance company customers would 
qualify for bank loans. More than 90 percent of the 
business of these two banks is in consumer Giiaiicing 
and real estate loans. Yet, in these markets, commercial 
banks play a minor role. Nationally, savings and loan 
institutions and insurance companies account for the 
bulk of real estate loans with commercial banks ac- 
counting for less than 20 percent of institutional pur- 
chases. The partial statistics available in this market 
support the conclusion that the local pattern follows 
the national trend. 

Counterbalancing and clearly outweighing whatever 
anticompetitive effects this merger will have are the 
benefits which the resulting bank can contribute di- 
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rcctly and indirectly to the public it now serves and the 
broader range of customers it seeks, ccrmpetitively, to 
serve. By this merger the resources, deposits and capital 
of the participating hanks will he ccflnbined to provide 
the resul'dng institution whh a broader earning fPHSe 
and a greater capacity to meet and serve the con- 
venience and needs of its actual and potential 
customers. 

The day has passed when, in an industrial com- 
munity, a hank which pays its lop iiiaiiageiiieiit $1 1,000 
per year can attract, and rel aiii (alenled people. Today, 
Ae typic-a.l matnagernenl Irainee — ^in any business — 
with a Master cif Btisjness Adjuiimtialion degree from 
one of the better schools can command $11,000 to 
start, Tf a bank cannol aCcoiiunudale Uie adjustments 
m its salai 7 schedules Uvdl Uiese prices would entail, 
it must, abandem the couipeUlive sUuggle for excel- 
If.nr.c. Btrt banking is loo ceiiUal to llie economic well- 
being of a community lo lelegate it to tlie rag-tag, bot- 
tom of the barrel remanents in the interindustry 
struggle for qualified management personnel. If a 
community is too small to support more than one bank 
which can compete on an approximately equal basis 
with industry for qualified executive trainees, then it 
should have but one bank. For, it is true in banking as 
it is in all business that the prospect of a sound and 
vigorous venture bears a direct, one-to-one correlation 
to the relative capabilities of its leaders. While we are 
aware that many competing units in an industry is an 
end to be desired, if we must chose between some 
theoretical competitive injury and a sound banking 
system, then this office opts for the latter. 

The union of these banks will remove many of the 
problems that each now faces as a small bank. The 
resulting bank, with its greater lending limit, will be 
better po.sitionf!d to hid fw and «■« ve Iiidiurfrial iiileiests 
moving into its borne office environs. As ll increases its 
iindustrial and commercial loans, acquiring compen- 
sating balances in tlie process, ils earnings will im- 
prove. With iniproved earnings, it will be able to 
acquire competent and capablt; sniiur uiaiiageuieiil to 
fill anticipated gaps at existing compelilive prices. With 
the combined capital of the participating banks, the 
resulting bank can prudently nndeilake lo iiKKleniize 
its operation by acquiring data piocessing equipment. 

An obvious benefit to be derived from this merger is 
in the area of tnist services. At this time, (he diarler 
bank has only Jll trust accoimts wliose assets total 
$1,734,000, and the merging bank has six accounts 
valued at $fi31,.‘S00. Wliile neither baidt can now afToid 
a specialized trust officer t/i provide services commen- 


surate with the needs of area residents, their com- 
bined total ailoids greater justificHlioii for such a 
specialist 

Tn stirnrnary, it appeai5 that the Cwxipelitive impact 
oF this merger cm ihe lianking striicliife in this Ldiigh 
Valley area will not be eignificant. Even its impact on 
the Philltpsbtiig Trust Co. should be beneficial. Out- 
weighing the competitive effects of this merger are 
the benefits to the public, including the managerial 
and eaming pnrwpects to the resulting bank, which 
will follow. As a $.37 million institution, the resulting 
bank will be able tn overccmie many c»f the handicaps 
endured by the participating hanks because c»f their 
size. 

Having weighed the subject application to ineige 
against the statutory criteria in the context of the 
market from which competition for banking business 
is derived, it is concliided thjrt this proposal is so dearly 
in the public interest that its riight anticompetitive im- 
pact must be accepted. The application is, therefore, 
approved. 

December 18, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger involves the two largest banks 
in Phillipsbuig, N.J.: Phillipsbuig National Bank & 
Trust Co. (“Phillipsburg National”) and Second Na- 
tional Bank of Phillipsburg (“Second National”). 

Phillipsbiiig is a town of 18,500 located in Warren 
County along the Delaware River, which serves as the 
New Jersey-Pennsylvania boundary. Easton, Pa. (pop- 
ulation 31,955) is just across the river less than a half 
mile from Phillipsburg. There is a great deal of mobil- 
ity among the people of New Jersey and Peiuisylvania 
in the PhillipsKurg-Eastcm area, both as lo xfmployiuHiil 
and rliATigmg of rMifleoces; and the Easicui banks aic 
said to derive about 25 percent of their total deposits 
from Warren County. 

There are six harjc.s with a total uf 10 banking offices 
in the Phillipsburg-Easton area. Three of these banks 
with seven offices are loeated in riiillipsLiuig. Tlie 
merging banks rperate a tOftal of five of these offices. 
Hrillipabmg National and Secemd National are, re- 
Sfieetlvely, the largest two banks in HiillipdLiuig and 
the third and fifth lajgest hank.H in the combined 
PhilUpsbuig-Easton area. 

Tlie proposed merger would eliminate subslanllal 
direct competition between the two largest Pliilllps- 
biiig banks, leaving only one other banking alternative 
In the town; and it would reduce the nuutliei of banks 
in the Piiillipsburg-Kaston area fcom six to five. It 
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would ako innrrjur banlnng rr<r»rftntMt»w in thf- area. 
Phillip.sbui^ National has 13.6 percent and Second 
National has 9..0 perre-nt of the. $147 million in total 
deposits held by the six banlcs iri the riiillipsl’mirg- 
Easton area. Altrmathridy, if the rr/jm+y in whirh l:««th 
banks are located (Warren ^ J ) we^e fc<tmd 

to be the rdrvsTit mafkrt, the tvtf" hanks wCMld have 
18.1 percent and D.7 perrerrtj reflectively, c*f the $?8.0 
million in IPC demand deposits held by the countyk 
10 banks. 

Tf the rr^ewant mfwkrt were. Mqwndcd to include the 
rrAr^ Allrn^//m BrthV.Kf Str-ndf/rd 

politan Area, the a pp l i can ts* market shares wcrald be 


rritirh less signHlcHrrl. We tlihik, however, Umt use of 
such a broad market — in which Plullisbuig is on the 
fringe cd the main pc^Hilalkvi ceiilen — ufidouljle'Jly 
understates the comjietilive sigiifficaiice of (Ills xuei^jer 
fcir the 0<’dlnaiy liafikifig euslwiier in Plullit^«i*ujTj. 
Riilllpsburg Nalioiia! and Second Naticvial liave, 
/eS}.iectIvely, 2J1 |."riceiil aiid IJl pel cent c’f ilie $26515 
nyllion of IPO dein-'.iid deporsiu in Uiis bivader 
market. « 

In the circumstances, we believe that the proposed 
luei'gv/ liiay Inive 4 sigiiiiicdiJl adveiw; effect evi b»Kk- 
lOg ui A&id m ihr svmewiud 

broader Plilllipsljurg-Eastnii area. 


B. Approved, but abandoned after litigation. 


Thr KF.Y.«rrONF. Tritxt fJn., TlAiWimtTRO, Pa., ano Naticwal Bank & Tkost Cc\ of Ckntrai. Pennsylvania, 

York, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

ToUd assets 

: Banking a^ces 


in operation 

The Keystone TVust Co., Harrisburg, Pa., with 

$I 1, 586, 000 

1 

and National Bankfr. Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvenis. Ycrk. P» (694), which h^H 

applied for permusion to merge Mar. 22, 1967, under title and charter of the latter bank 
(694). Application was approved Sept. 13, 1967, but was abandoned by the bai^ Dec. 
19, 1967, after filit^ of antitrust suit by the Justice Department. 

221,930,000 

! 

20 


comptroller’s decision 

On Marcli 22, 19G7, tlie Keystone Trust Co., HaX'* 
lisborg, Pa., with IPC deposits of $9.7 nuUiuii, and 
National Bank & Trust Go. of Ceutnil Pennsylvaiiia, 
York, Pa., with IPC deposits of $189 million, applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
latter. A public hearing on this application was held 
in Harrisburg, Pa., on June 8, 1967. 

Harrisburg, the State capital with a population of 
approximately 80,000 is strategically located on the 
Susquehanna River in central Pennsylvania approx* 
imately midway between Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. 
Harrisburg's population gain in the period, 1950 to 
1960, exceeded 18 percent, one of the highest in the 
country and the largest percentage gain in Penn* 
s^vania. It is a billion dollar trade center and ranks 
fu^ in marketing among tlie 29 cities in tlie United 
States witli a population of 75,000 U> 85,000. It is 
endowed witli an excellent uclwo/k of hallways and 
^‘£Aj'k/£AjXj<i fftcX^S including 70 mOlOi CMikis, lljiiA. 
aidhies, and tlie Pennsylvania and Readlug ladiuailK. 
Tlie aixH, primarily ludu^lrial, is engaged in the 
nwmrrfactiirw f»f gonds snch Steel, wire, ctmcreie. 


food, and garments. In addition, agriculture con* 
tributes heavily to local employment and income. 

The city of York, population 54,000, i.s located 
about 25 miles soiitbea.st of Harrisburg in York County 
and is about 40 miles north of Baltimore, Md. The 
economy is supported primarily by diversified manu- 
facturing and broad*based agricultural production. 
Economic conditions are stable and prospects for 
continued growth appear very favorable. 

The National Bank & Trust Co. of Central Penn- 
sylvania was founded as a State institution in 1845 
and became a National bank in 1865. This bank serves 
the York-Harrisburg area with a total of 18 branches, 
six located in the immediate Harrisbuig area, five In the 
York area, and the remainder widiin close proximity 
to the main banking location. It is a highly aggressive 
bank with above-average earnings, sound management, 
and very favorable future pro^iects. 

Through its Harrisburg offices, the National Rank & 
Trust CVv of CenfTql Pennsylvania rompetps very vig« 
CWUfl;' Ufith the T\t\iphin Depr^it Tni«t ^ I^rhirh h<a« 
total deposits of $1 68 million, and the Hnrri^irg Na 
tional Rank and Trust Ce., whieh hmi total do- 
pcKits L>f $137 uiilliuji. Tlrough there are aome 12 
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5ma.11r.r banks fjprrating in Daiipliin O'nirrty, only tbe 
IIurnmnnlstrAm bank, whli a iMHiic'ii uti tbe unlskjils (.if 
Ilarrishiirg, anH Tha Keystone Trust Ca in uptown 
Ilarrishiirg ran pmsibly be viewed as eornpethoi^. In 
fact, hfAvftver, these small baiiks, liecause erf llieir in- 
ternal Ihnit//tvr/ns, tlfi ma rmAt'AnAx. lo (Ik. v(.«ii/iel<livi. 
efimnte rrf and a^c ucA viewed M/ioiisly 

as significant rr/rnpetrtois by tb^. (hivXr- largo lianks. Tlio 
real b»nking rr/mpetilKMi in TTanisbuig dciivcx fivm 
the nrarh larger instihittons hi Fit(st»iiigU and Pliila- 
delplm, which are rrmstanlly canvassing ihe area in 
search of new custom^s. 

The Keystjfme Tnjst Ca- originally organized in 
r^pf^Tates its only office in the crty erf Hariidniq^ 
where rl. is the smallest erf four banks. Il has experienced 
niofleratdy steady grciwth and U Is picsenlly in sound 
ronclition. Tlowever, the bank’s earnings have d*> 

Cir.AM.tl «r« ihr pA.st yCAr <oid fiitinr raining pio^prcU 

do not ajifieai goO(.l. AUliougli the bank’s uiaiiygeuieiit 
has been sii(.:ce*?rfiil in the past, present iiiaiiageiiienl 
is at or near relifeiiienl age, and manageineiil succes- 
sion presents a problem. 

The piofaienis presently facing The Keystone Trust 
Co. derive in pai't from its very conservative appruadi 
to banking and in part from circumstances beyond its 
control. A decade or so ago, when its present man- 
agement was younger, Tlie Keystone Trust did not 
expand through branches because it v/as considered 
too costly. Today, its single office, now totally inade- 
quate, is located in a blighted and declining area. It 
faces the prospect of being obliterated as urban re- 
newal moves into the area or relocating in new quarters 
at a cost of $600,000, whidi is well above its capacity. 

The earning lustory of The Keystone Trust Go. in 
recent years is a story of sacrifice. When cumpeUdve 
pressures affected normal incuine, Keysluiids manage- 
ment tried various devices to maintain earnings for tlie 
protection of its shareholders. Fiist, it maintained a low 
salary scale for its senior officers equal to, or slighdy 
less than, that paid to the junior ofliceis of the receiving 
bank. Secondly, it shifted its assets to concentrate 
heavily on tax-free municipal bonds. Recently it has 
been sdling funds for lack of loan demand in its area. 
These efforts to maintain earnings have been bolstered 
by Keystone’ s reluctance to replace its obsultHc posting 
machines and to employ young executives, both of 
v.'hich are becoming increasingly expensive. 

The management facet of The Keystone Trust Co. 

is a worrisome problem for its direcioiv and owners. 

...1. 11 .111* 1 
rki picsriii, «iic ic*-Uiu miuw*, 'iic '.^duiL is iiiaxiagcu 

by (hire its (.liaiiiiii«ii-*pmidriil, wiiu auiio 

ipates irtiieuKTiit in a veiy few yeaixj and executive 


vii »'-pie»iden!, who is a year closer to iTetirement than 
is the iuesideirt; a yoimgec vice-piesident, who farfft 
eaify lelireiuenl by rea»i«i erf a progressing disability; 
and a ttrllw wlio sri-ves as trust officpr in lii.s spare 
iiioincjits and oveilime hours. Efforts to employ 

yrniiigi • \. Ai v(.s to ihi. liJkin 

Ikc/i disfieaitniiug; dirii soAaiy dt/Aands rxrvYid 
the salary now paid to llic prvsidcjrt. Tu acr.ftHe to these 
OcjiiHiids would necessitate an oveiall upward arljuxt- 
nie-nl of the payiuli for the pivsent Maff and wrnilrl, 
necessarily, cut siilv^antially into the eanrmgs of The 
Keystone Trust Go. 

While, there is no doiilit that The Keystone Tm.st 
Co. Is ;iow a srniMil liank and will rnnliniie to he. snimH 
as long as its presc-nt dctlk^ated rnanagemeiYt and .staff 
remaiuH with it, the. fact is dear that, it must enter into 
union with another and larger hank if its shareholders, 
dr^iCAitrii.s, .^ud r.ii 5 iit/imr.r.s aiy. to he psrot/r.tcd in thf. 
frttnre. Faced with tins inevitahle far.t, management, 
with pmper concern for the welfare of its pieserrt staff, 
has selected the ler.eiviflg hank as the most compatible 
partner for a union. Through this merger Keystone’s 
pre5?cnt staff will not only he retained by the receiving 
bank, hut their salaries will he upgraded and they will 
reci^ive the benefits of a profit-sharing plan. 

The Keystone Trust Co.’s ability to serve its cus- 
tomers is also being impaired by reason of its conserva- 
:ivc operating policies and changing conditions. After 
.iO years of operation, this bank has only $10 million 
in deposits and a lending limit of $100,000. Its loan- 
to-deposit ratio is below 50 percent and it still docs 
not make mortgage loans for more than two-thirds of 
the valuation and extending beyond 15 years. Though 
jt has not been able to attract any new industrial ac- 
miints in this manufacturing area, it steadfastly refuses 
to advertisa or to solicit aggressively. Many of its old 
customers have moved from the vicinity of this bank 
as the community declined. Some old customers, 
through loyalty to its staff, continue to do business 
with it at great inconvenience to themselves. Of these 
loyal customers, a few have been compelled to sever 
connections with The Keystone Tnist Co. when, as a 
result of their own growth, their financial requirements 
outstripped the capabilities of the bank. 

Whatever competitive impact this prO]x>sal will have 
will be in Harrishiirg where the participating banks 
operate offices but one block apart. The anticr>mpetitive 
effect of eliminating The Keystone TriLst Co. from the 
Harri^utg banking scene is more, illihsory than real. 

lOTi^ 49^ rfMur.Tsu iTi ulC viCiiHiy of 

thr sr two rrffiecs haw. an oppc/itiirrfty tfi rheose ketwern 
them, some cc^mpfititic/n, at lej«t in theory, can be said 
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to exist. Though this tonipelillon will be eUrtiinHted hy 
the iiierger, its passing will nol l>e su/Ticiently serious t,o 
waiTHiit the other ris^ts whltVi are fcflrese^able if the 
mei'ger fails. All knowleilgeable pei«ms concede tliat 
The Keystone Trust Go.*s contribution to banking 
ciniipelition In Karxisltui^ is, at liest, very riight and 
is constantly declining. When this miniscule contri- 
bution to conujetitio!! Is measured against ilie total 
crMUjjelitive foice of Haiiisbiug’s three laige banks 
and Its many lin/nnlal iiislHutioiis, uot to mrirtion ihr 
Impact of the rittslmigii and THiHaddi/liIa lianks, if. 
Is dear dial its pre-seivatioii. In the cireuiiistaiices of 
this apidicatlcu!, is warranted only by a stringent arl- 
lincjioe to a dot.lii*«a-Iie. dtvMlnn to thcOrctKAl tx/(v 
cepts of competition. 

Kaviiig coiisiclftied all the evidence adduced in 
supixut cf llns apjiUcatlrifi, H aj^peais that the lianking 
conipetlUon wiildi will be dinrinated by thin merger 
is so slight that it is deariy outweighed by the puHids 
iritercst in having the imrrnnftrt prriWerm of The 
Keystone Trust Ca resf>lved before they matnre. The 
application of these banka to merge is, therefore, 
approved. 

September 13, 1967. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Rank & Tnist Oo. of Clentral Pennsylvania 
(“National Central”) is the largest bank with opera- 
tions centered in the HarrishiiTg-York-Tjancaster re- 
gion of south-central Pennsylvania, Six of its 1 0 ofRecs 
are in the city of Harrisburg and 32 percent of its 


dejiosils are derived fiTfrn this city. Tt proposes to ac- 
ijiiire. Keystone Tnist On. (“Keystone”), a smaller 
hank whcise sde ofTice is Inrated in TTarrisharg. 

There, are fonr corrrrnercial bank.s in the city cjf 
Harrisburg: (u) Dauphin Deposit Trust Go., {b) 
The fTarrisl'Hrrg Naticmal Rank & Tnist Go., (c) Na- 
tional Central, and (d) Keystone. 

SiiiCH Keystone's sole olTice is hut one Hor.k frcjm 
N^iuiwl Gerttral*s ffTice In downtriwri TTamsbiirg, it 

Iiievhiirlile lhal thr pic^iCAf/l mrigr r wr/idd clirrdr/aAe 
diiec-t con/jrietrlif/n lietween the two hanks fc/r the type 
uf bu.siness now done by Keystrme. This Invofres pri- 
lUHiily peisriiiHl and smallef hii.smess accrmrits, for 
vriikh the cf OiK. <f four liK^d l^a/ifklrig allcrnati'tffa 
is apt to be particularly serious. 

The prujxised merger would also .significantly in- 
eie.«se wuCerrlfatiiiii in ihf. rify rf TTaiiTduirg as well 
ys ill the liar iishiiig Slandaid Metnruvilrtan Area. 

If the. merger Is rjfinsijTnrnated, there, will be only 
ihiT-H "jMimueidid byjAs left In fjhy uf ITdiTudjuig. 
National CejrlralS six Ilaui^uig ofTlr.es account fcir 
18 ,fi percent of the total deposits uf corruuercial banka 
in Dauphin County, where Harri^urg is located. 
Keystone accounts for 2.8 percent of such deposits. 

In the Harrisburg Metropolitan Area as a whole, 
eight National Central branches account for 12.4 per- 
cent of total deposits of cuiniiierdal banks. Keystone’ s 
sole office accotm+s for 1,9 percent of sudi deposits. 

We believe that the proposed nieigei* would have 
a sigmficantly adverse effect on cumpeLitioii, particu- 
larly in the city of Harrisburg. 


» « « 


Citizens Bank of Monroe, Monroe, N.Y., and County National Bank, Middletovvn, N.Y. 


J^ame oj bank and type of transaction | 

Total assets 

Banking offices 
in operation 

Oidzens Bank of Monroe, Monroe, N.Y., with 

$12,183,000 
121, 306, 000 

2 

and County Natimal Bank, Middletown, N.Y. (13956), which had 

22 

applied fOT permission to merge May 2, 1%7, under charter and title of the latter bank 
03956). Application was approved Nov. 17, 1967, but was abandoned by the bauiks 
Mar. 12, 19 d 8, after filing <» antitrust suit by the Justice Department. 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 2, 1967, Citizens Bank of Monroe, Mon- 
roe, N.Y., with IPC deposits of $11 million, and 
County National Bank, Middletown, N.Y., with IPC 
dqx«Hs kS $10fX3 mlHion, ap|.>died to lire Office uf the 
GrnnpftrolV.r eA t.hr. fliiiTr.nry frff- peiiiiiis>i<.«ii tu iiingr 
under the chartrr and with the title of the latter. A 

150 


public hearing was held on this application in the 
Main Post Office in Middletown, N.Y., on July 27, 
1967. 

Both participating banks are headquartered in 
Orange Cnnuty, wWrb lies in the Thiiri Banking DJ\* 
tpiet. Tlir/'rtgJ'i 1 he Gertie law Any baidi dmwiLMrd 

in the district to brancii Into any community in tlie 
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seven counties, which comprise the district, unless 
the community is closed by reason of the presence of 
the main office of another bank, the County National 
Bank operates its 23 branches in only three of these 
counties. It has 12 branches in Orange County, 10 in 
Dutchess County and one in Sullivan County; it has 
no offices in Westchester, Rockland, Wester or Put- 
nam counties. Under the law, the presence of Citizens 
Bank in Monroe closes the city to branching by banks 
headquartered elsewhere in the district. 

The three counties in which County National Bank 
operates are the northern suburbs of metropolitan 
New York. Orange County lies on the west side of the 
Hudson River contiguous to New Jersey’s northern 
border. To the southeast of Orange County, but still 
on the west ride of the Hudson River, is Rockland 
County. On the east ride of the river immediately 
opposite Orange and Rockland counties are Dutchess, 
Putnam and Westchester counties. Immediately to the 
west of Orange County is Sullivan County. 

Orange County, in which the County National Bank 
has its main office and 12 branches, is comprised of 
530,560 acres. The population of the county, which 
has grown from some 152,000 in 1950 to 206,000 to- 
day, is principally centered in three cities, namely Mid- 
dletown, with a population of 22,586, Newburgh, with 
a population of 31,956, and Port Jervis with a popu- 
lation of 9,372. While the economy of the area de- 
pends principally on agriculture, tourism and industry 
are making ever greater contributions. Though total 
farm acreage in the county declined from 273,820 
acres in 1954 to 202,089 acres in 1964, with the size 
of the average farm increasing from 92.6 acres to 131.5 
acres during the period, the value of farm products 
rose from $20.8 million to $29.9 million. 

Industrial activity in Orange County is steadily in- 
creasing. Nonagricultural workers in the county in- 
creased in number from 35,936 in 1961 to 41,546 by 
the end of 1965. This total reflects 17,047 employed in 
386 manufacturing concerns and 24,499 employed by 
3,528 nonmanufacturing companies. Of the five lead- 
ing industries in the county, appjirel manufacturers 
employed 3,607, textiles, 2,203, chemicals, 1,400, elec- 
trical machinery, 1,364, and food processing, 1,215. By 
1963, there were 2,058 retail establishments located in 
the county with annual sales of $283 million, an in- 
crease of $74 million over 1950 sales. Wholesale out- 
lets numbered 278 in 1963 and reported total annual 
sales of $175 million. There were, at the same date, 
some 1,167 service establishments reporting sales of 
$33.3 million. The estimated income of Orange County 
has risen from $227 million in 1950 to $516 million 


in 1964. Between 1960 and 1965, 4,464 new homes 
priced between $15,000 and $50,000 have been con- 
structed in the county. When the rapid Uansil lines of 
metropolitan New York are extended into the county 
as now planned, the residential growth of the area will 
be vigorously stimulated. 

Dutchess County, in which County National Bank 
operates 10 branch offices, consists of 522,240 acres on 
the eastern ride of the Hudson River. The population 
of this county has increased from 120,542 in 1950 to 
176,008 in 1960. Today it is estimated at 213,650. The 
economy of this county depends primarily on light in- 
dustry, agriculture and residential areas. Of the manu- 
facturing concerns situated in this coimty, one em- 
ploys 5,000 persons, three employ between 1,000 and 
5,000, and 33 others employ between 100 and 500. 
The average manufacturer in Dutchess County employs 
260 persons at an annual average wage of $7,000. 
Personal income in the county increased from $203 
million in 1950 to $435 million in 1962. The median 
family income for 1964 was $7,875. Most homes are 
owned by one or two families and are within a $15,000 
to $50,000 price range. 

Sullivan County, in which County National Bank 
has one office, lies to the west of Orange County. The 
663,040 acres, which comprise this county, are very 
hilly and dotted with lakes making it an ideal resort and 
vacation area. Its population, most of whom reside in 
the eastern section of the county, has grown from 
37,901 in 1940 to 45,272 in 1960, with a presently 
estimated population of 48,667. The economy of this 
county depends primarily on agriculture and tourism. 
In addition to its famous dairly farms, Sullivan County 
ranks 10th in the Nation for its production of poultry 
and ^gs. Its summer resorts have extended their opera- 
tions to provide winter sports facilities. The gross in- 
come from tourism in 1962 was calculated to be $77 
million, with $13 million paid out to hotel employees. 

That banking competition in the Third Banking 
District is very intense is demonstrated by an analysis 
of these three counties. In Orange County, there are 
16 commercial banks, operating 51 offices, five savings 
banks, with as many offices, and 1 1 savings and loan as- 
sociations. Only four of the commercial banks have 
resources of $100 million or more to meet the growing 
credit needs of the county’s rapidly expanding econ- 
omy; three are headquartered outside the county and 
one, County National Bank, within the county. These 
three are the $109 million Rockland National Bank, 
Suffem, the $130 million Marine Midland National 
Bank of Southeastern New York of Poughkeepsie, and 
the $837 million County Trust Company of White 
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Plains. The other 12 commercial bonks, which operate 
17 brandies, range in asset size from $3 million to $40 
million. Tlic competitive vitality of the savings banks 
in the area is demonstrated by the fact that both the 
Goshen Savings Bank and the Warwick Savings Bank 
are nearing $20 million, and the Middletown Savings 
Bank has $52 million and the Newburgh Savings Bank 
$82 million in deposits. 

The banking needs of Dutchess County are now 
served by 13 commercial banks operating through 37 
offices, six savings banks, with seven offices and four 
savings and loan association. County National Bank, 
the only out-of-county bank, maintain 10 of the 37 
offices as branches. The other 12 commercial banks, 
doing business in the county, are headquartered there. 
Nine of these banks, ranging in asset size from $3.5 
million to $16.5 million, operate a total of 14 offices. 
The remaining three banks, all located in Poughkeepsie, 
operate 10 branch offices. They are the $32 million 
Dutchess Bank and Trust Company, with three 
branches, now approved as a subsidiary of the $2.3 bil- 
lion Charter New York Corporation, the $17.7 million 
Fallkill Bank and Trust Company, a subsidiary of the 
$5 billion Banket's Trust New York Corporation, with 
one branch, and the $130 million Marine Midland Na- 
ional Bank of Southeastern New York, with six 
branches. The largest bank situated in this county is the 
$177 million Poughkeepsie Savings Bank. 

Sullivan County is well served by 19 offices of com- 
mercial banks competing to serve its residents, both 
permanent and itinerant Of this number, 12 offices 
are operated by five banks, whose main offices are 
located in the county. The largest of these is the $32 
million Sullivan County National Bank with five of- 
fices. The otlier seven commercial banking offices in 
the county are operated by four banks, with main 
offices in Poughkeepsie, Middletown, Chester and 
White Plains. Included in this latter group is the char- 
ter bank and the $19.6 million Chester National Bank. 
Also included is the $130 million Marine Midland Na- 
tional Bank of Southeastern New York, a subridiary 
of the $3.8 billion ubiquitous Marine Midland Cor- 
poration, which also operates the $44 million Marine 
Midland Trust Company of Rockland County in this 
banking district and the $837 million County Tmst 
Company. 

A very significant factor contributing to the intense 
competition in this banking district and in these three 
counties is the aggressiveness of the major Manhat- 
tan-based banks located 50 miles to the south. Although 
it is difficult to make a quantitative assessment of the 
competitive impact of these large metropolitan banks, 
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their contribution to local banking competition is a 
reality that all alert bankers in the area recognize. The 
excellent highways, tying the Third Ranking District 
communities to New York City, make it equally easy 
for borrowers in the area to go to the Manhattan 
banks and for the banks to send their representative to 
potential customers in the area The same highways 
carry many area residents to work in the city where 
they can conveniently do their banking. The ultimate 
development of the rapid transit system into this north- 
ern suburban area will stimulate commuting, will pro- 
mote the economic growth of the Third Banking Dis- 
trict, and will promote the competitive thrust of the 
Manhattan banks into the area. 

The city of Middletown is located in the northwest 
sector of Orange County and, with an estimated 
present population somewhat in excess of 25,000, 
rightfully claims to be the second largest city in the 
county. It has now become the trading center for 
some 1 10,000 persons living in the sunounding areas. 
The city has been the principal beneficiary of the rapid 
economic growth that has marked Orange County’s 
recent history. 

County National Bank, organized in 1934 and head- 
quartered in Middletown, has been striving to keep 
abreast of the surging development in the county. It 
is now a full-service bank operating offices in three 
counties In the Third Banl^g District. Of its 22 
branches, 10 were opened as de novo ventures and 12 
were acquired through three mergers in the last 5 
years. County National’s poKcy of expansion through 
merger constitutes its response to the competitive in- 
cursions being made into the area by the large New 
York City and Westchester County banks. Through 
its acquisitions. County National Bank ha.s become a 
competitive force in Orange, Sullivan and Dutchess 
counties, while preserving locally oriented offices to 
serve community needs more effectively. But for this 
foresighted policy, County National Bank could well 
be searching out a buyer at this time rather than fac- 
ing up to, and grappling with, its keen out-of-county 
competition. 

Monroe is a village of nearly 4,000 population and 
is located in the town of Monroe in the southeastern 
section of Orange County. Becawse of its location in 
the midst of many small lakes, which dot the region, 
its permanent population is incrfta.sftd by the influx of 
several thousand tourists each summer. As the popu- 
lation of the town grew by 89.5 percent between 1950 
and 1960 and by 13.2 percent since 1960, home con- 
struction in the $15,000- to $35, 000-range kept apace. 
In 1965 alone, 117 homes were built. Retail sales, like 
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the population, have increased from $6.8 million in 
1958 to $9.7 million in 1963. Not only is this a 42 per- 
cent growth in retail sales in the town, but it means 
that the town’s share of retail sales in the county in- 
creased from 3 to 3.4 percent in the same period. 

Citizens Bank, located in the village of Monroe, has 
a virtual monopoly in this burgeoning market; State 
law precludes another bank from opening a branch. 
Despite its preferred position, its growth has not kept 
apace with community demands for credit. Though it 
has 73 percent of its deposits on loan, it does not have 
sufficient deposits, nor capital, to satisfy all the locally 
generated credit demands, particularly for mortgage 
money. Its lack of loanable funds has forced it to forego 
many desirable credits and lose its customers to banks 
located in other counties and in New York City. The 
very conservative attitude of the directors of this bank 
preclude it from competing for deposits with the Ches- 
ter National Bank and the Central Valley National 
Bank, both of which offer more generous terms on time 
and demand deposit accounts. The convenience factor, 
which Citizens Bank offers to local residents through 
its two offices, is offset by the more attractive rates and 
terms of its competitors and the ease of banking by 
mail. 

There is no immediate management problan con- 
fronting Citizens Bank. The passage of time, however, 
will create serious succession problems, unless capable 
and experienced persons are found to assume the lead, 
when the present executives retire. Finding such suc- 
cessors is a difficult task for a small bank; retaining 
capable young successors in a small bank is a more diffi- 
cult task. A conservative, nonaggresive board not in- 
clined to encounter the competitive rigors of today’s 
banking market make it even more difficult to retain 
capable, aggressive, young executives. 

The effect of this merger, when consummated, upon 
the competition between the participating banks and 
upon competition in the Third Banking District will 
be minimal. Though Citizens Bank in Monroe is only 
14 miles southeast of County National Bank in Middle- 
town, and both are located just off New York Route 
17, they are separated by Goshen, with four banking 
offices, and Chester, with two. The closest branches of 
County National Bank to Citizens Bank are located in 
Washingtonville, 7 miles north of Monroe, and Green- 
wood Lake, 9 miles southwest of Monroe. This geo- 
graphical dispersion of banking offices explains the 
low volume of deposit accounts with Monroe addresses 
now held by County National Bank. Ignoring the fact 
that many of these customers actually reside in or near 
Greenwood Lake and assuming, in the face of known 


competition by Chester National Bank and Central 
Valley National Bank in Monroe, that all deposits 
generated in Monroe rest in the participating banks. 
County National Bank has only 2.4 percent of the total. 
This is not now, nor likely to become, significant 
competition. 

The impact of this merger on banking competition 
in the Third Banking District, or even in the three 
counties where County National Bank now has offices, 
is too slight to consider. The addition of Citizens Bank’s 
deposits to those of County National Bank will not 
noticeably alter the fact that County National now 
holds only 2.6 percent of the total commercial bank de- 
posits in the district. Even this low figure ignores the 
present competition deriving from other financial in- 
stitutions competing in the district for savings dollars 
and credit accounts. 

The benefits to be derived from this merger are suffi- 
ciently significant to both the participating banks and 
to the public to warrant its approval. By this merger, 
the problems of Citizens Bank in competing for de- 
posits, in meeting the credit demands of the residents 
of Monroe, in providing competent management suc- 
cession, and in providing adequate capital will be re- 
solved. County National Bank’s position in the district 
will be strengthened to the extent its deposit and capi- 
tal structure are enlarged and its branch system is ex- 
panded by Citizens Bank’s contribution. This strength- 
ened position of County National will enable it to 
compete that much more effectively with larger banks 
ever more aggressively canvassing the district. It im- 
plements the policy of County National Bank to pro- 
vide a locally oriented institution capable of serving 
the financial needs of district residents. 

The residents of the town and village of Monroe 
will be the immediate beneficiaries of this merger; long 
range benefits will accrue to all within the Third Bank- 
ing District. Upon consummation of this merger. 
County National Bank will enter Monroe and bring 
with it a broader range of banking services available 
at highly competitive rates. It will, as in other com- 
munities it has entered, provide a more convenient 
and congenial banking house in which to do business. 
It will also provide a ready source of mortgage credit 
to meet the demands of recent construction. By this 
merger, Monroe will be open to branch banking, 
thereby, giving the residents an alternative choice of 
banking services; Marine Midland National Bank of 
Southeastern New York has already received approval 
to open a branch in Monroe if, and when, this merger 
is completed. This new competition which will be 
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promoted by the merger will, if competition ever can, 
serve the public interest. 

In the light of the foregoing analysis, the merger 
of the Citizens Bank into the County National Bank 
will not have an adverse effect upon competition but 
will, on the contrary, promote the public interest The 
application is, therefore, approved, 

November 17, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

County National, tlie laigest bank headquartered 
in Orange County, N.Y., proposes to acquire Citizens 
Bank, the 11th largest bank operating in the county. 
County National Bank, with deposits of $108.4 mil- 
lion, has, since 1954, acquired eight other banks, hav- 
ing aggregate deposits of over $60 million, and 17 
banking offices in Orange County and two adjacent 
counties in southeastern New York. 

Citizens Bank, with deposits of $11,037,000, has 
three offices in three small cominimities in the rapidly 
growing southeastern part of Orange County — ^the 
incorporated Village of Monroe (population 3,763) ; 
the unincorporated Town of Monroe (population 
2,341 ) ; and the Village of Harriman (population 


812), about 2.6 miles southeast of the Monroe Village. 
The last of these offices has been authorized, but not 
yet opened. 

The proposed merger would foreclose direct compe- 
tition between Citizens, as the sole hank in Monroe, 
and County National Bank, which operates (or has 
authorized) branch offices in nearby communities to 
the north, east, and south of Monroe. Moreover, it is 
clear that the amount of existing competition between 
the merging banks should substantially be increased, 
when County National opens its authorized Highland 
Mills branch (which would then become Citizens’ 
closest competitor) , and, to a lesser extent, when Citi- 
zens opens its authorized Harriman brandi. 

The proposed meiger would significantly increase 
banking concentration in Orange County. It would 
add about 4 percent to the 30 percent share of the 
county’s total deposits, which County National Bank, 
the county’s largest bank by a substantial margin, 
already holds. It would also increase by about 3.6 
peicenL that bank’s shaie of Uie county’s IPC demand 
deposits. 

Ill summai'y, we believe dial die proposed merger 
would have a sigiiifiijantly adverse effect on banking 
competition in Orange County. 


New Jersey National Bank and Trust Co,, Neptune, N.J., and Belmar-Walt_. National Bank, 
Wall Township, Monmouth County, N.J. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking <i^ces 
in operation 


$113,713,000 

28,717,000 

8 

and Belmar-Wall National Bank, Wall Township^ Monmouth County, N.J. (13846), 
which had 

2 

applied for permiasion to merge Sept. 22, 1967, under charter and title of the former bank 
(15297). Application was approved l>c. 18, 1967, but was abandoned by the banks 
Feb. 7, 19^, after filing of antitrust suit by the Justice Department. 1 



comptroller’s decision 

On September 22, 1967, the New Jersey National 
Bank and Trust Company, Neptune, Monmouth 
County, N.J., with deposits of $105 million, and the 
Belmar-Wall National Bank, Wall Township, Mon- 
mouth County, N.J., with deposits of $26.7 million, 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to merge under the charter and with the tide of 
the former. 

Monmouth County is located in cuitral New Jersey 
on its Atlantic coast This county, the soudiemmost of 
the tier of urbanized counties surrounding metropoli- 
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tan New York, is within the “New York Standard Con- 
solidated Area,” an area designated by the U.S. Bureau 
of the Census to include Beiven, Essex, Hudson, Mon- 
mouth, Middlesex, Morris, Pas-saic. Somerset, and 
Union counties in New Jersey, and Dutchess, Nassau, 
Orange, Putnam, Queens, Rockland, Suffolk, and 
Westchester counties in New York and Fairfield 
County in Connecticut Though Monmouth County 
traditionally has been agriculturally oriented, because 
of its location on the coast it has become an im- 
portant recreational area attracting tourists from New 
York City, 50 miles to the north, and Philadelphia, 
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60 miles to the west. The bulk of the county’s growth 
and economic development has been along its eastern 
fringe in a corridor that parallels the coast. This cor- 
ridor extends from the Navesink River on the north 
to the Manasquan River on the south. It is 18 miles 
long and 6 miles wide. The western half of the county 
looks on this coastal region as the social, cultural, 
commercial, and economic hub, 

Monmouth County has changed considerably since 
World War 11. Around the key military installation at 
Fort Monmouth, there has developed an important 
electronics industry complex. Monmouth College has 
grown rapidly making an ever greater contribution to 
the economic life of the area. In compliment to 
the partial industrialization of the county, 30 percent of 
its work force is employed outside ; it has become a bed- 
room area for technical and professional workers in the 
New York-New Jersey megalopolis. In recent years, the 
county as a whole has grown at three times the rate of 
the average national growth. This rate of growth can 
be expected to continue as the central and western sec- 
tions of the county, still devoted to agriculture, provide 
ample open land for future development. 

The financial needs of Monmouth County are ef- 
fectively served by 12 commercial banks through 72 
offices, 13 savings and loan associations, and 16 credit 
imions. Among the commercial banks, the Monmouth 
County National Bank of Red Bank, with total deposits 
of $161,2 million and 14 offices, is the largest. Central 
Jersey Bank and Trust Company of Freehold, with 
deposits of $144.7 million and 16 offices, is second in 
size. If and when its proposed merger with the Sea 
Bright National Bank is concluded, it will have 18 
offices. The third largest bank is First Merchants Na- 
tional Bank of Asbury Park, which has deposits of 
$112.6 million and operates 11 offices. The applicant, 
New Jersey National Bank, ranks fourth in size in the 
coimty. The $35 million Keansburg-Middletown Na- 
tional Bank is fifth and the Bebnar-Wall National 
Bank sixth. The remaining six banks in the county 
have aggregate deposits of $75 million. 

The New Jersey National Bank, with deposits of 
$105 million, operates its main office and eight 
branches in the northern sector of the coastal corridor. 
Approval has been given to it to open two additional 
offices in the same area. Its southernmost branch is 
north of the Shark River, which separates it from the 
branches of the Belmar-Wall National Bank. New Jer- 
sey National Bank, with ample management resources 
in its capable corps of young and well trained execu- 
tives, has enjoyed excellent growth in recent years as a 
result of its aggressive policies. It offers a full range of 
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banking services within the limits of its capabilities 
many of which it pioneered in the county. 

The Belmar-Wall National Bank, with total de- 
posits of $25 million, operates three offices in the south- 
ern end of the coastal corridor south of the Shark River 
in the municipalities of Behnar, West Belmar, and 
Wall Township. None of these three offices Is closer 
than 2 miles to the southernmost office of the New 
Jersey National Bank. This bank, dating from 1933, 
has followed very conservative policies and has largely 
confined its operations to serving persons residing 
within the immediate vicinity of its offices. Though 
its lending limit is almost $140,000, it has no commer- 
cial loans in excess of $50,000. Its total loan portfolio 
represents less than 40 percent of deposits and is 
limited, in the main, to mortgages and consumer install- 
ment loans. Thirty percent of the total loans are pur- 
chased from a Philadelphia Bank. Of its commer- 
cial loans, the five largest are to municipalities. The 
conservative approach of this bank is also manifest in 
its past failure to recruit, train, and have available a 
cadre of young and capable men to replace its present 
senior executives, who now contemplate retirement. 
The president of the bank is 67 and in poor health; 
his executive vice president and designated successor 
is 61. Successor management for these capable bankers 
is not available within the bank’s ranks. The Board 
has no other member under 70 years of age. Finally, 
the physical facilities and eqxiipment of the bank have 
not kept pace with its growth. 

One difficulty in assessing the competitive impact 
of this merger, as in so many cases, arises from disagree- 
ment over the definition of the section of the country 
to be considered. Because the economic activity of 
Monmouth County is concentrated in the coastal cor- 
ridor described above, it does not follow that this 
merger must be viewed in reference to so limited a mar- 
ket. This coastal corridor is the mecca for the rest of 
the county. Banks in all comers of the coimty, and 
beyond the county, compete for the business of per- 
sons who travel to the coast. The largest banks in the 
county, and the principal competitors to be considered, 
are Monmouth County National Bank and the Cen- 
tral Jersey Bank and Trust Company, both with offices 
as far away as Freehold, the county seat, 12.5 miles 
west of the coast and near as a few thousand feet to 
one or more of New Jersey National Bank’s offices. 
These factors, together with the New Jersey statutes 
that restrict branch banking within county lines, in- 
dicate that Monmouth County is the smallest geo- 
graphic area that may reasonably be considered in 
evaluating this merger proposal. 
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BecausH of tiinir lfx*alioii uiitlway between New 
York Oily Aiif] Plnlad^tuliia and llie relative proxim- 
il.y «>f ibesH cities^ it is difficult to a^sfr^s prerisdy the 
jx^itioit tliesu banks hold in their uiailket aiea. Tliuugh 
all banlei-s, and pei-sons seeking banks'^ assistance, in 
tills sedltin ctf New Jersey know with iX’ilairity that 
mucti of the local business goe^ to banks located in 
Piiiladelphia, Newark, and New York City, Urey can- 
tifri, ineaRirre Ihe volmne. Tins inearw that any evalu- 
ation of coTiipelition aniorig these banks that resl-s on 
re|iorted figiirej* of business done, in the county is over- 
stated. Further uverslalejneril ivsuUs fiom fallui'e. to 
indiide within the Overall coin|ietilIve financial piriure 
the volume of local biisirit;$s done hy oiit-of-area in- 
snrance corrrpianies, savings banks, savings and loan as- 
sociations, credit. union.s, and finance companlea. 

Tlie competitive impact of this meiger iri Mon- 
month County will he subslantially riioie beneficial 
than liarrnfiil. The central and dominant facior to he 
evaluated In testing merger pi^nic^ls In New Jersey is 
the. Stale banking law. In this State, no bank niay 
bland ■ outside its lioiiie coiuily, nor, williin that county, 
may it branch into a municipality wiiere a bank al- 
ready has a brandt, ejtcept by merger. In theory, a 
crniiijelltive iiiaiket systeirr rewaitls the more effident 
corrrpany by permit ling it to grow tlnougli hitenial es- 
jvuision, in read Ion lo the Increased demand for il.s 
Sci-vlccs, attcndaril uixm cirstorncr sal.i.sfart;ifrrt. In prac- 
tice, in a legulale*! industry such as banking, lliis CCnii- 
pelitive desid_eitttiiiin.aii be fiustiated by laws de»igflir.d 
to protect other considerations that the legislaliira 
miglil deem more mi|.»jitartl. Tlius, it Is an curative 
fact ill our analysis of this merger' that — absent 
itieiger — thei'e Is no way in which either bank can 
materially expand its service area no iiiatler liow well 
it serves the public. 

There are 477.9 square miles in Morrinouth County 
outside the icuciai fiiciliiics «t rOi{ MoiixuOuth. Of 
this total ai'ea, municipalities lepFeseiiting only 2.n 
square miles are not already preempted by the presence 
of one or more hanking offices. Of tliis total. New Jer- 
sey National Bank has facilities in municipal rties com- 
prising only 33 sr]iiare miles, thiw effectively limit- 
ing Us branching capahilities to only 7 percent of the 
land area of tht* ccnmt.y. Refrnar-WalPg branching area, 
is even smaller. The three largest hanks in the comity, 
oil the othpi- hand, have cr/nsiderahly lar^.r marketing 
areas, 130, 94, and 145 square miles, respectively. 

Aiirorig conrmeivial banks in the county. New Jersey 
National Bank ranks fonTth, with a June .30, 1 9(i7 share 
of 15-04 pement. and Behnar-Wall Nat.ional Bank 
ranked sixth, with a market share of .3.98 percent. To- 


gether lliey would rank third, with a market share of 
19.62 perceuU Unrftstricl.ed use of these figures, of 
course, subsumes the pr-ernlse that hanks ihrongl'ioirt 
the conrtty are in r/yrnpetitlon with one another, rrr are 
potentially so. This premise Is false, Becai i.se frf the State 
branch banking laws, the two hanks are nf»l now and 
can never he in cornpietitiori for retail, neighborhood 
business. Nor are they now in competition Cor the inter- 
mftdia,le-sl/.e(l ciisl/irtie.rj a uiai-kel. wiikli Be.lmar-Wall 
National Bank plainly has refrained from enlering. 
That is not to .say that it never could do r». Concoiv- 
alily, wilh tliftpa.sslng of (he piesriit liTiard and present 
mariagement, a new gronji cOnld dnc.ide lu errler this 
arena. Such a coiii'se Is, however, neilher ijec.essary, nor 
even likdy. Wiih no way to grow be.yoiid its present 
hraiidi sysleui, it seenuj lea.sonable that a bank ixiUcy 
that has been effec^tive in teims of sl.rickhoklei's I'et.um 
wonld not he abandonetl and the of a maiket for 
which the bank’s de-^ioslt base is c]iiile thin would be. 
voluntarily a.ssiinie.d, Tlie potentiality c»f cun'qietit.kxi 
between llipse two banks, there foie. Is too remote and 
speculative to siipjiort a “n>!a.sonable. probahilit/’ of 
a snbsta.nt.ial lessening of competition. 

By uniting the capabilities and capital of the par- 
ticipating hanks, ihe resulting New Jersey Nat.ional 
Bank will hacre a broader earning fiase with which to 
work. With the addit.iona,l sl/e In lx: gained, it can com- 
pete more flggre-ssivdy for the growing iiiIddle-.Hiy.e cus- 
tomers and expand its range of services to the retail 
trade. ThmiigJi the thixY. new r/ffie<.s to be arqnirrd, the 
New Jersey Nat.iona.1 Batik will make all the public 
benefits it now offers its customers c</rivenient1y axrail- 
aWe to the present customers of the Belmar-Wall Na- 
tional Bank. This merger will be pihlicly benefidal in 
that it will fnrt.her stirrmlate the already keen competi- 
tion between the resulting bank and the larger banks 
doing or seeking business in the county. Wilh its ade- 
quate reserves of managernerit piersonriel, it Oiari a.ssiirc 
rrmtirnimg, efficient hanking in Behnar, West Behnar, 
and Wall Township. 

Tliis meiger is not only corisonaiil wilh the public 
policy as define«.l by the Stale of New Jersey in its 
branching stalules, but will pioiiiole the convenience, 
needs and public interest of the county. Tlie New 
Jersey National Bank, with an e-arned re|intalion for 
Jeaderriiip and hanking rn novations, has been a force- 
ful and plOgieSSiVO fnCTtOr hi piouicxliug llic Hconouilc- 

growth of the county. Tlirougli this ineiger, tlie de- 
posits held by the Befrnar-Wall Nallrmal Bank wilt lie 
more exieii.sively iilili/eci lo meet the needs of the lesi- 
dents of Momnouth County, rather than those of oirt- 
of-COurrty Ixinoweis. Tlie increase*.! earning base of 
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the resulting bank would speed the occasion for the 
New Jersey Bank’s adoption of in-house computers 
to reduce costs; cost savings which the bank’s past per- 
formance indicates will be passed on to its customers. 
The computers will also permit an expansion of com- 
petitive services to the ultimate benefit of the com- 
munity. The final benefit to be achieved by this pro- 
posal is the fact that the management problems now 
confronting the Belmar-Wall National Bank will be 
satisfactorily resolved without disruption in the local 
banking structure. 

Having considered all the competitive aspects of this 
merger proposal, it is concluded that not only do its 
procompetidve results overbalance its slightly adverse 
effect on competition, but also that it clearly promotes 
the convenience and needs of the community and is in 
the public interest. The application to merge is, there- 
fore, approved. 

December 18, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT OP ATTORNEY GENERAL 

New Jersey National is the fourth largest of 12 
commercial banks in Monmouth County and operates 
eight offices in the eastern portion of the county. Bel- 
mar-Wall is one of eight smaller banks in the county 
and operates three oflSces immediately south of those 
of its prospective merger partner. New Jersey National 
is already the dominant bank in this portion of Mon- 
mouth Goimty. 

The closest offices of the merging banks are less than 
2 miles apart: the Belmar office of Belmar-Wall and 

» 

IIL Disapproval 


the head office of New Jersey National. Two other 
branches of New Jersey National (at Asbury Park 
and Ocean Grove) are also about 2 miles away from 
this Belmar office. Both banks do a similar type of loan 
and deposit business, and they would appear to be in 
direct competition with one another, both for loans 
and for demand and time deposits. 

Within Monmouth County as a whole — an area 
which may overstate the relevant market here — the 
proposed merger would increase New Jersey National’s 
share of total deposits from about 18.3 to 22,9 percent. 
The resulting bank would be third largest in the county, 
and the market share of the four largest banks in the 
county would be raised to about 82 percent. 

In Eastern Monmouth County, New Jersey National 
is already the largest bank in terms of number of 
offices; the proposed merger would enhance that po- 
sition. The resulting bank would operate 13 offices in 
this area (including the two approved, but unopened, 
offices of New Jersey National), or 40.6 percent of 
the total 

We believe that the proposed merger would have a 
significantly adverse effect upon competition within 
Monmouth County and, especially, its eastern part. It 
would eliminate existing competition between New 
Jersey National and Belmar-Wall and enhance New 
Jersey National’s existing strong position in the east- 
ern part of the county. It would also significantly in- 
crease the already high level of concentration in the 
county. 

» * 


First National Bank of Canton, Canton, Ohio, and The Canton National Bank, Canton, Ohio 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

7otal assets 

Banking offices 
in operation 

Flmt Nationiil Banlr of Oanton, Oantnn, Ohio ( 76), with 

$122, 189,000 
49, 584, 000 

9 

and The Canton National Bank, Canton, Ohio (14501), which had 

3 

were denied permission to consolidate Dec. 18, 1967, under charter and title of the former 
bank (76). 



comptroller’s decision 

On October 11, 1967, the First National Bank of 
Canton, Canton, Ohio, with deposits of $104.9 mil- 
lion, and the Canton National Bank, Canton, Ohio, 
with depotits of $45 million, applied to the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 


Canton, the county seat of Stark County, and its 
satellite city of Massillon, constitute one of the State’s 
principal metal manufacturing centers. It is noted 
for its iron and steel fabrications, roller bearings, farm 
equipment, and petrochemicals. While the population 
of the city has remained relatively stable in recent 
years, growing from 108,401 in 1940 to 113,631 in 

157 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



1960, its suburban development has been marked. The 
Canton Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, which 
is coextensive with the boundaries of Stark County, 
had a 1960 population of 340,345. Its population is 
now put at 369,300. The rate of growth in this county 
since 1950 has been slightly higher than the national 
average. Median family income in Stark County is 
now $6,358; an increase of 16 percent over State 
averages. Between 1958 and 1963 the manufacturing 
payroll in the county increased by 30 percent. 

Stark County is located in the northeast quadrant 
of the State. It is surrounded by eight contiguous 
counties. To the north is Summit County which, with 
the city of Akron, has a population of 513,569 and 
Portage County, with a population of 91,798. On the 
east is Mahoning County which, including the City of 
Youngstown, has a population of 300,480 and Colum- 
biana County with 107,004. Carroll County, with 
20,857 residents, and Tuscarawas County, with 76,- 
789, are south of Stark County. On the west are 
Holmes County, with 21,591 population, and Wayne 
County, with 75,497. The counties to the north and 
east are heavily industrial, while those to the south 
are less industrially oriented. 

The competitive impact of this merger must be as- 
sessed not only in view of the market these banks serve 
but also against other banks which lie beyond Canton 
but seek to serve the same market. While the U.S. 
Bureau of the Census has determined that Stark Coun- 
ty is a socially and economically integrated unit for 
statistical purposes, the applicant banks assert that 
their actual market extends beyond the county lines. 
They would include as part of their geographic market 
Summit and Portage counties on the north and Car- 
roll and Tuscarawas counties to the south; cont^ous 
coimties to the east and west are excluded. This market, 
comprised of five counties, would constitute a corridor 
along a north-south axis with Canton in the center. 
It is questionable whether this market definition by 
the applicants is realistic. 

On the basis of the interchange of wage earners be- 
tween Stark County and its northern neighbors, ap- 
plicant’s market definition appears tenuous. As of the 
1960 census only 0.6 percent of the labor force in 
Summit County commuted to work in Stary County, 
while only 1.9 percent of the employed in Summit 
County resided in Stark County. It is not demonstrated 
that the recent completion of U.S. Interstate Highway 
77 between Canton and Akron has caused a significant 
increase in the employee interchange figures. There is 
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even less reason for including Portage County, which 
has no substantial new highway connections with Stark 
County and which had only 1.9 percent of its labor 
force employed in Stark County in 1960. 

There appears to be sound reasons to include Carroll 
County in the applicants’ banking market. In 1960, 
27.9 percent of the nonagricultural labor force of Car- 
roll Coimty was employed in Stark County. Since Car- 
roll County has no cities or towns with as many as 3,000 
persons. Canton, as the nearest large city, is a natural 
trading center for Carroll Coimty residents. A regular 
trading center is as much a convenience location for 
banking as are places of employment and residence. 

Tuscarawas County stands in a different relation to 
Stark County than does Carroll County and Summit 
and Portage counties. In 1960, 8.9 percent of its work- 
ing population commuted to places of employment in 
Stark County. Whether this degree of worker inter- 
change has increased since completion of Route 77 is 
not shown. With two towns over 10,000 population 
in Tuscarawas County — the contiguous communities of 
Dover and New Philadelphia — there is less reason for 
its residents to travel to Canton to trade than there is 
for the residents of Carroll County. 

Against the foregoing background, it appears proper 
to confine the geographic market served by the partici- 
pating banks to Stark and Carroll counties. The scant 
evidence of social and economic integration of Sum- 
mit, Portage, and Tuscarawas counties with Stark 
County does not now warrant their inclusion in this 
market. Within this geographic market there is keen 
competition for both the savings dollar and the profit- 
able loan. 

Within Stark County are 15 commercial banks, 
operating 47 offices and controlling total deposits of 
$505.7 million. While there are no mutual savings 
banks or industrial banks, there are 13 savings and loan 
associations with 23 offices accounting for aggregate 
assets of $442.4 million. Some 44 credit unions and 66 
finance company offices also compete within the county 
for small and personal loans and sales-financing serv- 
ices. The overall figures indicate that only 15 percent 
of the savings dollars in the county reside in commer- 
cial banks. 

Of the 17 commercial banks operating in Stark and 
Carroll counties, five are headquartered in Canton, 
two in Massillon, two in Alliance and the remaining 
eight are dispersed in small communities throughout 
the area. In Canton, the Harter Bank & Trust Co., 
with total deposits of $123.6 million and 10 offices, is 
the largest. 'Hie charter bank is second in siw. The 
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Peoples-Merchants Trust Go., with deposits of $82.7 
milUon in its four offices, is third in rank. The merging 
bank is fourth in size with the First National City 
Bank of Alliance, whose deposits are $43 million, fifth. 
The Dime Bank, which has deposits of $23,4 million 
in two offices, is sixth. The seventh-ranked bank is in 
Massillon and the eighth is in Alliance. All the other 
banks in the two counties have $10 million or less in 
deposits. 

The First National Bank of Canton, under whose 
charter this merger is proposed, operates nine offices. 
Six of these offices are in or near Canton. The other 
three are dispersed : one is located in the northernmost 
area on the main highway to Akron, one is in Minerva 
in the southern sector and adjacent to the Carroll 
County boundary line, and one branch is in Carroll 
County. The Canton National Bank operates three 
offices in Canton. Both of these banks, whose main 
offices are located side by side in the central business 
district of Canton, have obtained approval to open 
new branch offices in the Belden Village Shopping 
Center located 5.5 miles northeast of their main offices. 

While some differences between the participating 
banks have developed with respect to the classes of 
customers served and size of accounts, both banks 
compete in rendering substantially the same services. 
First National Bank has 49 percent of its deposits on 
loan and Canton National Bank has 42 percent on 
loan. Of the total loans outstanding in these banks, 
the greatest variation appears among the commercial 
and industrial loans and consumer installment loans. 
First National Bank has 44 percent of its loans in 
the commercial and industrial category, whereas Can- 
ton National Bank has only 11 percent. Consumer 
installment loans account for 16 percent of First Na- 
tional Bank’s total loans but 51 percent of Canton 
National Bank’s. Though these figures reflect an ori- 
entation in each bank toward a different class of cus- 
tomer (a consequence of their size), they also indicate 
that the same service is available at each bank. 

On the basis of demand deposits alone, this meiger 
appears to be anticompetitive. As of June 30, 1966, 
total IPG demand deposits in Stark and Carroll coun- 
ties were $160 million. The merging banks together 
had approximately $50.9 million of these deposits, or a 
market share of 31.75 percent. This appears sufficiently 
large to condemn the merger as substantially lessening 
competition. 

The anticompetitive effect of this meiger must con- 
demn it unless the benefits which will redound to the 
public interest on its consummation redeem it. Both 


participating banks are sound, viable institutions. 
Each has grown apace with the city. The First Na- 
tional Bank has grown 134 percent between 1950 and 
1963, while the Canton National Bank, during the 
same period, grew 144 percent. However, growth 
through a merger that does little more than deny a 
community a desirable banking alternative is not in 
the public interest. Both banks have capable, aggres- 
sive, and well-esteemed senior management teams. 
Though their successor management may appear 
somewhat thin, they are of a size and suitably located 
to secure promising young men at attractive salaries. 
While Canton National Bank does not now offer all 
the services available at the First National Bank, there 
is no indication in the record that the public is thereby 
deprived. 

Having weighed this merger against the statutory 
criteria, this Office concludes that its effect will be 
substantially to lessen banking competition in the Can- 
ton market without producing sufficient countervail- 
ing benefits for the public’s convenience and needs to 
redeem it. The application to merge is, therefore, 
denied. 

December 18, 1967. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY OENERAL 

The proposed meiger would unite the second (“Fiist 
National”) and fourth (“Canton National”) largest 
banks in Canton, Ohio, and in Stark County (the 
Canton SMS A) . The resulting bank would hold about 
40 percent of total deposits, demand deposits, and total 
loans held by banks located in the city of Canton. 

The main offices of the merging banks are both 
located close by on the same street in Canton, Ohio. 
The proposed merger would clearly eliminate consid- 
erable direct competition between these neighboring 
banks which do similar types of banking business (al- 
though in somewhat different proportions) , within the 
same market. More generally, it would eliminate from 
the Canton market a bank whose potential capacity 
for future growth and competitive vigor now seems 
especially promising (as indicated, by the fact that its 
earnings have grown by 60 percent between 1962 and 
1966). 

Banking concentration, already high in the city of 
Canton and in Stark County, would be substantially in- 
creased by the proposed merger. Within Stark County, 
First National is the second laigest bank, in terms 
of total deposits, with a 21.4^percent share; and Can- 
ton National is the fourth largest, with a 9-percent 
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share. The merger would create a bank with 30.4 per- 
cent of total deposits and 29.6 percent of loans in 
Stark County. The top five banks in the county pres- 
ently possess 79.8 percent of total deposits, and v.'ould 
after die proposed merger control 84.0 p»c«xt. Within 
the city of Canton, the market shares would be even 
higher. 


We conclude that the proposed mei^r would elim- 
inate substantial direct competition between the two 
banks, and would significantly increase the already 
high levels of concentration in commercial banking in 
C^ton, Ohio, and Stark C^junty (the Canton SMSA) . 
The effect of the merger upon competition would be 
significantly adverse. 
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Table B-l 


Cmptr oilers of the Currency ^ 1863 to the present 


No. 

Name 

Date of 
appointment 

Date of 
resignation 

State 

j 


May 9,1863 
Mar. 21, 1865 

Mar. 8, 1865 


2 


July 24; 1866 
Apr. 3, 1872 
Apr. 30,1884 
Mar. 1, 1886 


3 

Hulbimi, HUand R 

Feb. L 1867 i 


4 


Apr. 25, 1872 
May 12, 1884 
Apr. 20, 1886 
May 1, 1889 
Aug. 2, 1892 
Apr. 26, 1893 
Jan. 1, 1898 
Oct. 1, 1901 


5 



6 


Apr. 30, 1889 
June 30, 1892 
Apr. 25, 1893 
Dec. 31, 1897 


7 



8 


New York 

9 



10 

Dawes, Charles G 

Sept. 30', 1901 
Mar. 28, 1908 

minois 

11 

Ridgely, William Barret 

Illinois 

12 

Murray, Lawrence O 

Apr. 27, 1908 
Feb. 2, 1914 

1 Apr. 27, 1913 
Mar. 2, 1921 

New York 

13 

Williams, John Skelton 

Virginia 

Ohio 

14 

Crifisinger, D. R 

Mar. 17, 1921 

1 Apr. 30, 1923 
Dec. 17, 1924 

15 

Dawes, Henry M 

May 1, 1923 
Dec. 20, 1924 

Illinois 

16 

McIntosh, Joseph W 

Nov. 20, 1928 

Illinois 

17 

Pnle, John W 

Nov. 21, 1928 

1 Sept. 20, 1932 
Apr. 16, 1938 
Feb. 15, 1953 

Ohio 

18 

O’Connor, J. F. T 

May 11, 1933 
Oct. 24, 1938 
Apr. 16,1953 
Nov. 16, 1961 

California 

19 

Delano, Preston 

Massachusetts 

20 

Gidney, Ray M 

! Nov. 15, 1961 

Ohio 

21 

Saxon, James J 

i Nov. 15, 1966 

Dlinois 

22 

Camp, William B 

Nov. 16, 1966 

Texas 




293 - 644 — 68 12 
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AdrninislraUve AsHsUmis io Uic Comptroller of the Currency and Deputy Comptrollers of the Currency 


ADMDimKATIVE ASSISTAITrs TO THK COUPTROLLER 


2 Faulstich, Albert J . . . 

3 Chase, Anthony G . . . 

4 Wickman, Wayne G. 


DEPOTY COMPTROLLERS OP THE ODHRENCY 


1 Howard, Samuel T . . 

2 Hulburd, Hiland R . . 

3 Knox, John Jay 

4 Langwrthy, John S . 

5 Snyder, V. P 

6 Abrahams, J, D 

7 Kixon, R. M 

8 Tucker, Oliver P 

9 Coffin, George M. . . , 
1 0 Murray, Lawrence O 


1 1 Kane, Thomas P, . . , 

12 Fowler, Willis J 

13 McIntosh, Joseph W 

14 Collins, Charles W. . 

15 Steams, E. W 

16 Await, F.G 

17 Cough, E. H 


18 j Proctor, John L 

19 Lyons, C^bbs 

20 ! i?rcntiss, William, Jr . . . 

21 i Diggs, Marshall R . . . . 

22 Oppegard G. J 

23 [Jpoam, G, B 

24 Mulroney, A. J 

25 McCandlcss, R. B 

26 Scdlacek,L.H 

27 'Etobertson, J. L 

28 i Hudspeth,/. W 

29 ‘ ^Fennings, L. A 

30 Yaylor, W. M 

31 Garwood, G. W 

32 'Fleming, Chapman C . . 

33 Haggard, Hol& S . . . . 

34 Camp, William B . . . . . 

35 Redman, Clarence B . . 

36 Watson, Justin T 

37 Maier,DcanE 

38 iDeShazo, Thomas G . . 

39 Egertson, R. Coleman . 

40 .Bbnchai^ Richard J . . 

41 Park, Radcliffe 

42 Faulstich, Albert J . . . . 

43 Motter, David G 

44 Gwin,JohnD 


Dec. 

24, 1961 

July 1, 1962 

Nebraska 

July 

2, 1962 

July 18, 1965 

Louisiana 

July 

21, 1965 

Feb. 25, 1967 

Washington 

Feb. 

27, 1967 


Texas 

May 

9, 1863 1 

Aug. 1, 1865 

New York 

Auff. 

1, 1865 

Jan. 31,1867 

Ohio 

Mar. 12, 1867 

Apr. 24, 1872 

Minnesota 

Aug. 

8, 1872 1 

Jan. 3, 1886 

New York 

Jan. 

5,1886 ' 

Jan. 3. 1887 

New York 

Jan. 

27, 1887 

May 25, 1890 

Virginia 

Aug. 

11,1890 

Mar. 16, 1893 

Indiana 

Apr. 

7, 1893 

Mar. 11, 1896 

Kentucky 

Mar. 12, 1896 : 

Aug. 31, 1898 

South Carolina 

Sept. 

1, 1898 : 

June 27, 1899 

New York 

June 

29, 1899 

Mar. 2,1923 

Dist. of Columbia 

July 

1, 1908 

Feb. 14,1927 

Indiana 

May 21. 1923 

Dec. 19, 1924 

Illinois 

July 

1, 1923 

June 30, 1927 

Illinois 

Jan. 

6, 1925 : 

Nov. 30, 1928 

Virginia 

July 

1, 1927 

: Feb. 15, 1936 

Maryland 

July 

6, 1927 

1 Oct. 16, 1941 

Indiana 


1, 1928 

^ fan. 23, 1933 

Washington 

Jan. 

24, 1933 

Jan. 15, 1938 

Georgia 

Feb. 

24, 1936 

Jan. 15,1938 

California 

Jan. 

16, 1938 

&pt. 30, 1938 

Texas 


16, 1938 

Sept. 30, 1938 

California 

tit. 

1, 1938 

Dec. 31, 1948 

Iowa 

May 

1, ;i939 

Aug. 31, 1941 

Iowa 

July 

7, ;[941 

Mar. 1,1951 

Iowa 

^t. 

1, ;i941 

Sept. 30, 1944 

Nebraska 

Oct. 

1,1944 

Feb. 17,1952 

Nebraska 

Jaa 

1, 1949 

Aug. 31, 1950 

Texas 

&pt. 

1, 1950 

May 16, 1960 

New York 

Mar. 

1. 1951 

Apr. 1. 1962 

Virginia 

IFeb. 

18. 1952 

Dec. 31, 1962 

Colorado 

Sept. 15, 1959 | 

Aug. 31. 1962 

Ohio 

May 16, 1960 

Aug. 3, 1962 

Missouri 

Apr. 

2, 1962 

Nov. 15, 1966 

Texas 

Aug. 

4, 1962 

Oct. 26,1963 

Connecticut 

Sept. 

3, 1962 


Ohio 

Dec. 

23, 1962 


Iowa 

Jan. 

1, 1963 


Virginia 

July 

13, 1964 

June 30, 

Iowa 

^pt. 

1, 1964 


Massachusetts 

Sept. 

1, 1964 

June 1, 1967 

Wisconsin 

Jufy 

19, 1965 


Louisiana 

July 

1, 1966 


Ohio 

Feb. 

21, 1967 


Mississippi 
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Table B-3 


Regional Administrators of National banks 


Region 

Name 

Headquarters 

Stales 

1 

Elmer J. Peterman 

Boston, Mass 

Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hamp- 
shire, Rhode Island, Vermont. 

2 

Charles M. Van Horn 

New York, N.Y 

New Jersey, New York. 

3 

R. Coleman Egertson 

Philadelphia, Pa 

Pennsylvania, Delaware. 

4 

John W. Shaffer, Jr 

Cleveland, Ohio 

Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio. 

District of Columbia, Maryland, North Carolina, 
Virginia, West Virginia. 

5 

Page Cranford 

Richmond, Va 

6 

Joseph M. Ream 

Atlanta, Ga 

Florida, Georgia, South Carolina. 

7 

Joseph G. Lutz 

Chicago, III 

Illinois, Michigan. 

8 

William A. Robson 

Memphis, Tenn 

Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
Tennessee. 

9 

Douglas T. Bushman 

Minneapolis, Minn 

Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wis- 
consin. 

10 

Paul L. Ross* 

John R. Burtf 

Kansas City, Mo 

Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska. 

11 

Norman R. Dunn 

Dallas, Tex 

Oklahoma, Texas. 

12 

John R. Thomas 

Denver, Colo 

Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming. 

13 

Kenneth W. Leaf 

Portland, Oreg 

Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington. 

14 

Arnold E. Larsen 

San Francisco, Calif 

California, Hawaii, Nevada. 


♦Retired on Jan. 13, 1968. 
t Appointed to succeed Mr. Ross. 
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Table B-4 

Changes in the stnicture of the National banking ^stem^ by States^ 1863-1967 



Organv^/sd 

Consolidated and merged 
under 12 US.C. 215 

Insol- 

vencies 

Liqui- 

daSed 

12 US,C. 214 

In 

operation 
Dec. 31, 
1967 

! 

Converted 
to State 
banks 

Merged or 
, consolidated 
with State 
banks 

Jor business 
1863-1967 

Consoli- 

dated 

Merged 

United States 

15, 646 

689 

309 

2, 819 ' 

6,721 

77 

273 

4,758 

Alaham;i 

201 

4 

2 

45 

62 

0 

0 

88 

^daska 

8 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 1 

1 

5 

Arizona. 

32 

1 

0 

6 

21 

0 

0 

4 

ArlrnnoAS 

163 

1 

1 

39 

55 

0 

0 

67 

CaliTomia 

602 

20 

27 

66 

389 

3 

17 

80 

Colorado 

265 

5 

0 

56 

86 

0 

0 

118 

Connecticut 

136 

11 

6 

7 

69 

0 

13 ! 

30 

Delaware 

32 

0 

0 

1 

18 

0 

8 i 

5 

District of Columbia 

37 

8 

0 

7 

13 

0 

0 

9 

Florida 

287 

2 

1 

43 

41 

0 

0 

200 

Georgia 

203 

8 

0 

42 

87 

5 

0 

61 

Haw^ 

7 

1 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

2 

Idaho 

112 

0 

1 

35 

65 

0 

2 

9 

Illinois 

972 

19 

4 

227 

296 

3 

1 , 

422 

Indiana 

445 

14 

1 

98 

205 

0 

4 

123 

Iowa 

562 

4 

0 

205 

243 

7 

1 

102 

Kansas 

456 

6 

0 

77 

198 

4 

0 
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Kentucky 

250 

11 

2 

37 

110 

8 

2 

80 

Louisiana 

120 

4 

0 

16 

53 

0 

0 

47 

Mzune 

127 

8 

5 

13 

79 

0 

1 

21 

Maryland 

156 

3 

10 

17 

69 

0 

9 

48 

Massachusetts 

382 

40 

7 

28 

207 

0 1 

11 

89 

Michigan 

350 

11 

3 

77 

157 

0 ! 

4 

98 

Minnesota 

512 

8 

0 

116 

192 

1 

0 

195 

Mississippi 

94 1 

5 

3 

16 

34 

0 

0 

36 

Missoxuri 

321 1 

12 

1 

58 

148 

3 

1 

98 

Montana 

205 1 

4 

1 

76 

76 

0 

0 

48 

Nebraska 

412 

2 

0 

83 

199 

1 

0 

127 

Nevada 

17 

1 

0 

4 

8 

0 

1 

3 

New Han^shire 

84 

3 

1 

5 

23 

0 

0 

52 

New Jersey 

438 

^1 1 

16 

59 

151 

1 

18 

144 

New Mexico 

97 


0 

25 

37 

0 

0 

34 

New York 

1,017 

123 ! 

59 

130 

441 

8 

72 : 

184 

North Carolina 

158 

8 

14 

44 

58 

0 

9 

25 

North Dakota 

263 

3 1 

0 

100 

118 

0 

0 1 

42 

Ohio 

719 

32 ! 

12 

112 

334 

1 

5 1 

223 

Oklahoma 

775 

12 ' 

0 

85 

454 

4 

0 ! 

220 

Oregon 

152 

2 , 

2 

31 

102 

0 

3 

12 

:E*fennsylvania 

1,286 

98 

79 

211 

491 

2 

69 1 

336 

Rhode Island 

67 

3 

0 

2 

58 

0 

Oj 

4 

South Carolina 

134 

8 i 

8 

43 

49 

0 

0 

26 

South Dakota. 

224 

13 * 

0 

93 

81 

2 

0 

35 

Tennessee 

219 

8 

0 

36 

94 

2 

2 

77 

Texas 

1,325 

45 

0 

142 

574 

19 

3 

542 

Utah 

45 

4 

0 

6 

19 

2 

2 

12 

Vermont 

85 

3 

2 

17 

29 

1 

6 

27 

Virginia 

278 

23 

33 

28 

74 

0 

7 

113 

Washington 

243 

18 1 

8 

51 

138 

0 

1 

27 

West Virginia 

197 

11 

0 

38 

68 

0 

0 

80 

Wisconsin 

294 

9 

0 

54 

115 

0 

0 

116 

Wyoming 

78 

0 

0 

12 

26 

0 ; 

0 

40 

Vii^in Mands 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Puerto Rico 

1 

0 i 

0 

0 


0 , 

0 

0 
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Table B-5 

Charters, liquidations, and changes in issued capital stock of Naiiomil bardts, calendar 1967 


Number of 
banks 


Capital stock 


Common 


Prejmed 


Capital notes cmd 
debentures 


Increases; 

Banks newly chartered; 

Primary organizations 

Reorganizations 

Conversion of State banks 

Capita] stock: 

Preferred: 4 cases by new issue 

Common: 

361 cases by statutory sale 

553 eases by statutory stock dividends 

5 cases by statutory consolidation 

46 cases by statutory merger 

Capital notes and debentures: 30 cases by new issues. 

Total increases 


Decreases: 

Banks ceasing operations: 

Voluntary liquidations: 

Succeeded by National banks 

Succeeded by State banks 

No successor 

Conservatorship: Absorbed by State bank. 

Statutory consolidations 

Statutory mergers 

Converted into State banks 

Merged or consolidated with State banks. . 

Insolvent 

Capital stock: 

Preferred: 5 cases by retirement 


13 cases by statutory reduction 

1 case by statutory consolidation 

15 cases by statutory merger 

Capital notes and debentures: 60 retirements. 

Total decreases 


Net eban^ 

Charters m force Dec. 31, 1966, and issued captial. . 

Charters in force Dec. 31, 1967, and issued capital. . 


$4, 620, 000 


5, 550, 000 


$21, 423, 475 


26, 204, 157 
159, 269, 528 
8, 713, 760 
20, 241, 458 


5,200,000 


224, 598, 903 


26,623,475 


3, 575, 000 
400,000 


100,000 


50,000 


1, 463, 000 
2, 974, 400 
25,000 


1,442,651 
1, 090, 728 
5, 339, 355 


67 


16,380, 134 


402,000 


-40 

4,796 


208, 218, 769 
5, 113,527,836 


26,221,475 
29, 156, 400 


4,756 


5, 321, 746, 605 


55,377,875 


$300,000 


8, 740, 500 
822,000 
81, 703, 950 


91, 566, 450 


150,000 
17, 756, 421 


17,906,421 


73, 660, 029 
1, 161,455,556 


1,235,115,585 


*£xcludcs two banks which opened in 1967, but were chartered in 1966. 
Note: Premium on sale of common stock $59,962,612 (348 cases). 
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Table B-6 

Applicationsfor NaHonal bank charter s, approved and rgected^ by States^ calendar 1967* 


ALABAMA 

Heflin 

Ghatom 

Roanoke 

COLORADO 

Brighton 

CONNECnCOT 
Simsbury 


Approved Rgected 

^r. 10 

Nov. 6 

Dec. 20 


Oct. 10 


Sept. 6 


FLORIDA 

Inverness 

Pensacola 

Port St. Joe 

Winter Kark 

New National Bank of Miami Aug. 29 

Beach National Bank, Fort Myers Beach . . Sept. 6 

Fort Myers Beach 

Deerfield Beach 


Feb. 9 
Feb. 23 
Mar. 27 
Aug. 8 


Sept. 11 
Oct. 19 


GEORGIA 


First National Bank of Trion, Trion Feh. 23 

Fairmont Mar. 10 

Cblumbus Mar. 28 


ILLINOIS 

Chicago 

Loves Park 

Dcs Plaines 

Mount Prospect 


Feb. 24 
May 24 
Dec, 20 
Dec. 20 


Dodge City, 


KANSAS 


June 29 


LOUISIANA 

First National Bank of Prat Alien, Prat 
Allen Nov. 29 


Approved 

vassissippi 

First National Bank of Ocean Springs, 

Ocean Springs June 27 

Graintb 


NEBRASKA 

Omaha. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

The Community National Bank of Roch- 
ester, Rochester Apr. 13 

NEW JERSEY 

Mendham 


omo 

Cleveland 

Napoleon 

PENNSYLVANIA 

York 


Houston. . 
Rockport. 
Pasadena, 


TEXAS 


UTAH 

Pioneer National Bank Nov. 16 

washinoton 

Pullman 

South Sound Nation^ Banl^ L^cy Mar. 8 

Kennewick 


MASSACHUSETTS 

Belmont 

WeBesley 

MIGHiaAN 

Ncgaunee 

Flint 

WaUed Lake 


MINNESOTA 

New Hope 

Oak Park Heights 

Olivia 

*Excludes conversions. 


Feb. 27 
July 13 


Feb. 17 
July 25 
Dec. 18 


Feb. 17 
June 19 
Oct. 17 


WEffr VtROINIA 

Huntington 

WISCONSIN 

First Wisconsin National Bank o£ Green- 
field Dec. 18 


WYOMING 
Sheridan 


PUERTO RICO 

San Juan 


168 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 


Rejected 

'ScpL 26 
July 19 

Feb. 17 

Mar. 13 
May 9 

June 27 

Feb. 14 
Mar. 8 
July H 


Feb. 20 
Sept. 6 

Oct. 3 


Dec. 20 

Feb. 3 



Table B-7 


Newly organized National banks^ by SUUeSi calendar 1967 


Charter 

Ifo. 

Title and location of bank 

Total capital 
accoiods 


Total, United States: 18 banks 

$8, 970, 125 


COLORADO 


15620 

Fort Carson National Bank, Fort Carson 

200,000 


FLORIDA 


15621 

First National Bank of BrooksviUe, Brooksville 

400,000 

15638 

New National Bank of Miami, Miami 

350,000 

15622 

Capitzd City Second National Beuik, Talladiassee 

504,000 



1, 254, 000 


GEORGIA 

15616 

Security National Bank, Unincorporated area in Cobb County 

600,000 

15632 

The Citizens and Southern Park National Bank, Unincorporated area in DeKalb County 

600,000 



1 , 200, 000 


KANSAS 

15637 

Fort Riley National Bank, Fort Riley 

375,000 

15629 

Tbe Nortbgate National Bank of Hutchinson, Hutchinson 

300,000 


Total : 2 banks 

675, 000 


NEW YORK 

15625 

First City National Bank of Southern New York, Binghamton 

1 250, 000 

15626 

Second National Beuik of Jamestown, Jamestown 

125, 500 

15627 

Lincoln Nationzd Bank of Syracuse, Syracuse. 

250,000 


Total: 3 banks 

1 625, 500 


SOUTH CAROLINA 

15619 

National Bank of Commerce of Spartanburg, Spartanburg 

2, 000, 000 


TEXAS 


15630 

University National Bank, Galveston 

390, 625 


WASHINGTON 


15640 

South Sound National Bank, Lacey 

500,000 


WISCONSIN 


15634 

Mequon National 'Rank, Mequon 

600,000 

15618 

Security National Bank of Racine, Racine 

625,000 

15633 

First I^tionsd Beuik of Sturgeon Bay, Sturgeon Bay 

500,000 

15624 

Centr 2 d National Bank of Wausau, Wausau 

400,000 


Total : 4 banks 

2, 125, 000 
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Table B-8 

State chartered banks converted to J^ational banks, calendar 1967 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location oj bank 

State 

Effective 
date oj 
charter 
1967 

OtOstanding 
capital sto^ 

Surplus, un^ 
divided 
Proffis and 
reserves 

Total assets 





$6, 525, 000 

$11, 135,945 






15613 

Merchants & Farmers Bank of Franklin, National 

Va 

Jan. I 
Tan. 3 

275.000 

400.000 
2, 500, 000 

♦800,000 

615, 222 
329,619 
3, 637, 689 
1, 034, 574 

8, 583, 158 
5,459,589 

120, 696, 453 
23, 137, 098 
6, 927, 609 

9, 465, 018 
14, 770, 250 

3,989,311 
14, 676, 372 
14, 528, 239 

22, 051, 199 

15614 

The First National Bank of Wayne Ck>unty, Jesup . 
State National Bank, Cvanston 

Ga 

15615 

Ill 

Jan. 18 

15617 

Continental National Bank, Ekiglewood 

Colo 

C. 14 

15623 

First National Bank, Schuyler 

Nebr 

Apr. 1 
Apr. 24 
June 30 
Aug. 21 
Aug. 23 
Oct. 31 

200,000 
200,000 1 

500. 000 

150. 000 

500.000 

400.000 

268, 865 
527, 309 

15628 

First Northwestern Nation^ Bank, Redwood Falls . 
First National Bank, Searcy 

Minn 

15631 

Ark 

753, 530 

15635 

First CnIHert National Bank, Leighton 

Ala 

193,590 

15636 

Cit^ National Bank, Charlotte 

N. C 

1,658, 179 

15639 

United National Bank of Vermillion 

S. Dak 1 

537, 500 

15641 

The Fallal National Bank & Trust Go., Pough- 
keepsie 

N.Y 1 

Dec. 11 1 

1 

600,000 

1, 579, 868 



I 


*ljicludes $300,000 capital notes. 


Table B-9 


National banks reported in voluntary* liquidaiion, calendar 1967 


Title and location oj bank 

\ 

Date oj 
liquida-' 
txon 

Total capital 
accounts cj 
liquidated 
banks 




Mission National Bank of Los Angeles, Los Angeles, Calif. (15087), absorbed by United States National 

Jan. 13 

Jan. 13 

Apr. 15 

May 1 

May 8 
Jime 3 
Aug. 23 

$3, 737, 599 

2,717,517 

262, 761 

470, 870 

310,216 
615,614 
96, 931 

Pioneer National Bank, Los Angeles, G 2 Jif. ( 15340), absorbed by United States National Bank, San Diego, 
Calif. (10391) 

The First National Bank of Saltsburg, Saltsburg, Pa. (2609), absorbed by The Savings and Trust Go. of 
Indiana, Indiana, Pa I 

Tiburon Nationed Bank, Tiburon, Calif. (15149), absorbed by Sierra National Bank, Petaluma, Calif. 
(15174) ' 

Tite First National Bank of Baltimore, Baltimore, Ohio (7639), absorbed by The Hocking Valley National 
Bank of Lancaster, Ohio ( 1 241 ) 

Valley National Bank, Littleton, Colo. (15121), absorbed by Arapahoe Bank, Littleton, Colo 

First National Bank, Lakeview, Tex. (12835), abstnrbed by First National Bank, Men^his, Tex. (6107). . 


♦WcUsvilIc Naliuual Bank, Wcllsvillc, Pa. (8498) sold by conservator to Bank of Hanover and Trust Oo., H^inovcr, Pa., Jan. 28, 
1967. 
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Table B-10 

National hanks merged or consolidated xvith State banksy calendar 1967 


Title and location of bank 


Effec- 

tive 

date, 

1967 


Total 
capital 
accounts of 
Natioiuu. 
banks 


Total: 14 banks 

First National Bank of Allen Park, Allen Park, Mich. (14981) merged into Security Bank & Trust Co., 

Lincoln Park, Mich 

National Bank of Oak Cliff in Dallas, Dallas, Tex. (15322), merged into South Oak Cliff State Bank, 

Dallas, Tex 

The Southern Maryland National Bank of La Plata, La Plata, Md. (8456), merged into the Hughesville 
Savings Bank, Inc., Hughesville, M<L, and under the title ‘^Bank of Southern Maryland,’* La Plata, Md . . 
The First National Bank of Morganton, Morganton, N.C. (5450), merged into Wachovia Bank & Trust 

Go., Winston-Salem, N.C 

The First National Bank of South Plainfield, South Plainfield, N.J. (11847), merged into The Edison 

Bank, Edison, N.J 

Emerald National Bank, Eugene, Oreg. (15163), merged into Citizens Bank, Eugene, Oreg 

The Emerson National Bank of Warrcnsburgh, Warrensburg, N.Y. (9135), merged into State Bank of 

Albany, Albany, N.Y 

The Elkins Park National Bank, Elkins Park, Pa. (5043), merged into Industrial Valley Bank & Trust 

Co., JaJdntown, Pa 

Nationial Bank of Union City, Union City, Pa. (14993), merged into the Pennsylvania Bank & Trust Co., 

Titusville, Pa 

The North Creek National Bank, North Cr^, N.Y. (9716), merged into First Trust Co. of Albany, 

Albany N.Y 

The Farmers National Bank & Trust Co. of Boyertown, Boyertown, Pa. (2900), merged into Peoples 

Trust City Bank, Reading, Pa 

Highlands National Bank of Renton, Renton, Wash. (15517), merged into the Bank of the West, BcUcvue, 

Wash 

The Orange National Bank, Orange, Mass. (2255), merged into Franklin County Trust Go., Greenfield, 

Mass 

The Sea Bright National Bank, Sea Bright, N.J. (14177), merged into The Central Jersey Bank & Trust 
Co., Freehold, N.J 




$9,680,491 

Jan. 

17 

367,437 

Jan. 

20 

511,207 

Mar. 

14 

978,684 

Apr. 

17 

2,018,669 

Apr. 

28 

495, 103 

May 

1 

300, 242 

May 

19 

1, 093, 534 

May 

29 

206, 262 

May 

31 

513, 892 

July 

31 

596, 953 

Nov. 

1 

1, 345, 035 

Dec. 

15 

431, 103 

Dec. 

18 

438,001 

Dec. 

27 

384, 369 


Table B-11 

National hanks converted into State bankSy calendar 1967 


Title and location of baidi 

Effective 
date 1967 

Total capital 
accounts of 
National 
banks 

Total: 5 banks 


$2, 566, 069 



Gasitas National Bank, Carpinteria, Calif. (15525), converted into the County Bank, Santa Barbara, Calif. . 
Plano National Bank, Plano, Tex. (15129), converted into Plano Bank & Trust, Plztno 

May 31 
Aug. 1 
Sept. 1 
Oct. 4 

824, 605 
345, 795 

Stonevvrall National Bank of Corpus Christi, Tex. (15034), converted into Stonewedl Bank, Corpus Christi. . . 
South Davis First National Bank, Bountiful, Tex. (15202), converted into South Davis Security Bank 

340, 096 
290,015 

First National Bank of Carrollton, Tex. (15099), converted into First Security Bank & Trust Co 

Dec. 15 

765, 558 
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Table B— 12 

Purchases oj State banks By National Banksy calendar 1967 


Title and location oJ banks 

Effective 

date 

1967 

Total capital 
aumnts of 
State banks 



$5, 331, 124 

Umted States National Bask, San Diego, Calif. (10391), purchased the Peoples Bank, Los Aisles, Calif. 
The Escanaba National Bank, Escanaba, Mich. (8496), purchased the Bark River State Bank, Bark 
Riwftr, Mich 

Jan. 13 

Feb. 14 
May 1 
July 24 

Sept. 30 

2, 350, 091 

196, 664 
56,221 
1, 039, 725 

1, 688, 423 

Seattle-First National Bank, Seattle, Wash. (11280), purchased the Bank of Sumas, Sumas, Wash 

Santa Qarita National Bank, Newhall, Calif. (15547), purchased the Boulevard Ba^, Sepulveda, Calif. 
Qermont National Bank, Milford, Ohio (3234), purchased the Merchants & Farmers Bank, Owensville, 



Table B-13 

ConmlidaHons oj National Banks^ or National and State Banks, calender 1967 


Effective 

date 

Consolidating banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total assets 

Total: 6 consolidations 

CAUFORNIA 

Dec. 15 The First National Bank of Vista, Vista (13178) 

$831,600 

$857, 000 

$609, 328 

$29, 623, 856 


Golden Gate National Bank, San Francisco ( 14939) 

2. 095, 080 

513, 030 

0 

44, 446, 859 


Liberty National Bank, San Francisco (13178) 

1, 835, 952 

1, 835, 952 

1, 397, 490 

73, 170, 715 

OcL 13 

MONTANA 

Daly National Bank of Anaconda, Anaconda (15540) 

300,000 

450,000 

102, 960 

11,708,986 


The' First National Bank of Butte, Butte (2566^ 

300,000 

450, 000 

945, 757 

18, 187,497 


First Naticnial Bank, Anaconda (15540) 

750^000 

750, 000 

1, 016, 404 

30,041,400 

Jan. 27 

NEW JERSEY 

The Boonton National Bank Farsippany-Troy Hills 

(4274) 

400,000 

600,000 

364, 835 

23, 180, 119 


Trust Company of Morris County, Morristown 

2,449,040 

3, 050, 960 

2, 187, 151 

117,209,248 


Trust Company National Bank, Morristown (4274) 

3, 289, 040 

3, 650, 960 

2, 111,986 

140, 389, 368 

May 8 

NEW YORK 

Bank of North America, New York 

5, 075, 375 

7, 820, 687 

5, 385, 254 

394,445,609 

The Meadow Bnxdc National Bank, New York (7703) 

19,341,215 

16, 358, 020 

18, 370, 224 

986, 768, 278 


National Bank of North America, New York (7703) 

24, 995, 835 

35, 004, 165 

12, 350, 775 

1, 382, 213, 887 

Jan. 1 

VIRGINIA 

Merchants and Farmers Bank of Franklin, N.A., Fk’anklin 
(15613) 

275,000 

500,000 

115,221 

j 8, 583, 158 


Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk (10194) 

2, 434, 500 

7, 785, 500 

969, 987 

1 126, 325, 587 


Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk (10194) 

6, 000, 000 

5,000,000 

1, 079, 885 

134,908,746 

July 21 

First Valley National Bank, Rich Greek (15139) 

180,000 

360,000 

42, 776 

5, 554, 527 

The First National Bank, Narrows (11444) 

299,900 

330,000 

375, 871 

8, 575, 875 


The First National Bank, Narrows (15139) 

500,000 

669, 900 

398, 718 

14, 130,403 
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Table B-14 


Mergers of National banks, or National and State hanks, by States, calendar 1967 


Effeetioe 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total assets 

Total: 68 

mager actions 

ARKANSAS 





June 30 

First National Bank of Paragould, Paragould (13155) 
Nationtal Bank of Commerce of Paragould, Paragould 
(10004) 

$200,000 

200,000 

$200,000 

200,000 

$359, 244 
363, 556 

$10, 032, 408 
10,485,306 


First National Bank of Commerce, Paragorild (10004) 

500,000 

500,000 

522,800 

20, 517, 714 


CALIFORNIA 





Jan. 31 

The First National Bank of Elsinore, Elsinore (11922) 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Ontario (6268) 

100,000 
735, 085 

300,000 

1,040,000 

19,008 
834, 852 

6, 502, 148 
46, 277, 837 


First National Bank & Trust Co., Ontario (6268) 

797, 585 

1, 377, 500 

913, 860 

52,779,986 

April 28 

Providencia Bank, Biurbank 

Valley National Bank, Glendale (14823) 

840,000 

831,600 

326.000 

445.000 

0 

203, 143 

5,465,939 

28,169,535 


VaUey National Bank. Glendale (14823) 

831, 600 

445,000 

109, 878 

33, 429, 483 

Aug. 17 

Saddleback National Bank, Tustin (15336) 

First National Bank of San Diego, San Di^o (3050) 

404,250 
5, 280, 000 

267, 250 
9, 720, 000 

141, 308 
11, 517,658 

15,417,559 

412,678,910 


Southern California Fiist National Bank, San Diego (3050) 

5, 562, 975 

10, 240, 000 

11,527,491 

428,096,469 

Aug. 31 

Concord National Bank, Concord (15394) 

Central Valley National Bank, Oakland (6919) 

1,000,000 

4,356,000 

250,000 
5, 953, 200 

254, 869 
2,077,245 

9, 427, 330 
198, 625, 859 


Central Valley National Bank, Oakland (6919) 

4,356,000 

5, 953, 200 

1, 937, 104 

208, 153, 189 

Sept. 14 

Huntiigton-Valley Bank, Huntington Beach 

Southern California First National Bank, San Diego (3050) 

617, 265 
5, 562, 975 

384,880 
10, 240, 000 

50,021 

11,747,511 

10, 903, 871 
439, 458, 735 


Southern CaUfornia First National Bank, San Diego (3050) 

5,816,050 

10, 683, 950 

12, 102, 652 

450, 362, 606 

Sept. 25 

Metropolitan Bank, Hollywood, Los Angeles 

The Bank of California N.A., San Francisco (9655) 

1, 077, 540 
18,591,800 

574, 960 
38, 408, 200 

0 

11,095,564 

23, 077, 029 
1,446,689, 151 


The Bank of California N.A., San Francisco (9655) 

18, 983, 630 

39, 665, 870 

11,095,564 

1, 467, 444, 996 

Oct. 5 

Heritage-Wilshire Nadonal Bank, Los Angdles (15463) 
Southern California First National Bank, San Diego (3050) 

2, 009, 620 
5,816,050 

431, 324 
11,931, 778 

66, 788 
10, 755, 102 

18, 650, 581 
447,017,083 


Southern California First National Bank, San Diego (3050) 

6, 321, 970 

11, 578,030 

13, 110,662 

465, 667, 663 

Oct. 9 

First National Bank of Oakland, Oakland (15180) 

Security National Bank of Contra Centra, Walnut Creek 
(15092!) 

1, 500, 000 

500,000 

842, 728 

335,000 

0 

336, 216 

22, 054, 094 

26,446,717 


Seciurity National Bank, Oakland (15180) 

1,500,000 

500,000 

313, 121 

48, 499, 988 

Oct. 9 

Westminster National Bank, Westminster (15412) 
Commercial National Bank, Buena Park (15434) 

1,000,000 

1, 025, 000 

250,000 

250,000 

58, 326 
315,833 

4, 299, 964 
7, 935, 016 


Commercial National Bank, Buena Park (15434) 

i 1, 025, 000 

250,000 

324, 159 

12, 234, 980 

Dec. 31 

University National Bank, Fullerton (15515) 

Newport National Bank, Newport Beach (15235) 

802,000 
1, 013, 450 

201,000 
309, 775 

63,430 
562, 638 

8, 151, 683 
32, 683, 049 


Newport National Bank, Newport Beach (15235) 

1,548, 120 

570,500 

828, 673 

40, 834, 732 


FLOIUDA 





Oct, 2 

New National Bank of Miami, Miami (15638) 

The First National Bank of Miami, Miami (6370) 

100,000 

10,000,000 

200,000 
14, 650, 000 

50,000 
9, 579, 769 

350,000 
558,019, 116 


The First National Bank of Miami, Miami (15638) 

, 10,000,000 

15, 000, 000 

9, 579, 769 

558,019, 116 






173 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Table B-14 — Continued 

Mergers of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1967 


Effective 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surfdus 

Undivided 
proffts and 
reserves 

Total assets 


ILUNOZS 





Aug. 14 

The Mutual National Bemk of Chicago, Chicago (11092) 

La Salle National Bank, Chicago (131^) 

$1,000,000 
6, 352, 500 

$4, 500, 000 
7,500,000 

$755, 920 
3, 070,617 

$57, 707, 249 
370, 421, 782 


La Salle National Bank, Chicago (13146) 

9, 352, 500 

6, 500, 000 

1, 726, 536 

428, 129, 031 


INDIANA 





Dec. 31 

Livestock Exchange Bank, Indianapolis 

Merchants National Bank & Trust Go. of Indianapolis, 
Indianapolis (869) 

200,000 

5, 000, 000 

600,000 

15,000,000 

397, 126 

13, 384, 619 

7, 280, 769 

425, 198, 272 


Merchants National Bank & Trust Go. of Indianapolis, 
Indianapolis (869) 

5, 202, 500 

15, 599, 520 

13, 733, 823 

432, 383, 502 


IOWA 





Oct. 31 

Momingside Savings Bank, Sioux City 

The Live Stock National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux City 
(5022) 

100,000 

800,000 

150,000 

1, 200, 000 

281,058 

1, 197, 240 

8, 489, 509 

34, 096, 918 


Northwestern National Bank of Sioux City, Sioux City 
(5022) 

UABSAGHUEETTB 

900,000 

1, 350, 000 

1, 482,013 

42,674,611 

Feb. 24 

The Goimty Bank & Trust Go., Cambridge 

Somerville National Bank, Somerville (4771) 

600,000 ; 
500,000 

775,000 

1,500,000 

283, 299 
720,311 

17, 901, 885 
29, 367, 338 


The County Bank N.A., Somerville (4771) 

1,600,000 

2,000,000 

778, 610 

47, 269, 223 

May 19 

First Bank & Trust Co. of Needham, Needham 

Southshore National Bank, Quincy (14798) 

307, 175 
2, 380, 406 

113, 450 
4, 619, 594 

0 

728, 327 

' 3, 448, 627 

I 123, 154, 572 


Soutbshore National Bank, Quincy (14798) 

2, 487, 919 

4, 944, 256 

716, 777 

126, 603, 199 

Dec. 30 

Lincoln National Bank of Chdsca, Chelsea (14087) 
Commonwealth National Bank, Boston, (15399) 

625,000 

1, 628, 798 

625, 000 

1, 630, 886 

339, 366 
365, 633 

17,432,092 
27, 715, 523 


Commonwealth National Bank, Boston, (15399) 

1, 628, 798 

1, 630, 886 ; 

4,749 

43,796,911 


MICHIGAN 





Dec. 19 

First State Bank of Mendon, Mendon 

The American National Bank and Trust Co. of Michigan, 
Kalamazoo (13820) 

250, 000 ' 

2, 880, 000 

50,000 

3,600,000 

66, 018 

1, 404, 099 

5, 300, 503 

141, 807, 188 


The American National Bank & Trust Go. of Michigan, 
Kalamazoo (13820) 

3, 000, 000 

3, 700, 000 

1, 550, 117 

146, 575, 548 


MISSISSIPPI 

i 




Jan. 1 

Pickens Bank, Pickois 

First National Bank of Lexington, Lexington (13313) 

30.000 

75.000 

95,000 

220,000 

1,015 

597 

2, 049, 048 
5,817,458 


Pint National Bank of Lexii^on, Lexit^^n (13313) 

105,000 

315,000 

34, 186 

7, 683, 096 

Feb. 28 

The Bank of Blue Mountmn, Blue Mountain 

The First National Bank, New Albany (15519) 

50,000 
125, 000 ' 

169, 500 
375, 000 

25,408 
182, 817 

5, 188, 531 
8, 450, 636 


The First National Bank, New Albany (15519) 1 

168,750 

551, 250 

121, 639 ; 

13, 615, 913 
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Mergers of National bankSy or National and State bankSy by StateSy calendar 19S7 


Elective 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total assets 

Apr. 28 

MBW JERSEY 

First National Bank of Butler, Butler (6912) 

$271,000 

$300, 000 

$765, 681 

$18, 152, 775 

The First National Iron Bank of New Jersey, Morristown 
(H13) 

2,880,000 

2,340,000 

1, 271,013 

108,475,333 


The First National Bank of New Jersey, Morristown 
(1113) 

3, 489, 750 

3, 489, 750 

848, 194 

126, 628, 108 

May 12 

Bank of Nutley, Nutley 

1, 290, 000 

1,625,000 

861,614 

48, 636, 809 

First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark (1452) 

9, 500, 000 

33, 000, 000 

7, 989, 369 

667, 285, 875 


First National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark (1452) 

11, 112,500 

35, 000, 000 

8, 153, 482 

712, 742, 899 

Sept. 29 

Glen Ridge Trust Co., Glen Ridge 

National Newark and Essex Bank, Newark (1316) 

300,000 

700,000 

410, 648 

15,026,628 

13,948,700 

21,051,300 

8, 935, 338 

566, 382, 593 


National Newark and Essex Bank, Newark (1316) 

14, 641, 700 

22, 858, 300 

7, 845, 987 

581, 408, 786 

Oct. 20 

Audubon National Bank, Audubon (11446) 

450,000 

90, 000 

392,814 

19,733,636 


Haddonfield National Bank, Haddonfield (14457) 

1, 610, 510 

1, 789, 490 

535, 132 

67, 316, 202 


Colonial National Bank, Haddonfield (14457) 

2, 285, 510 

2,714,490 

677, 946 

87, 049, 838 

Apr. 10 

NEW YORK 

The Unadilla National Bank, Unadilla(9516) 

112,500 

150,000 

177, 975 

6, 806, 990 

Marine Midland National Bank of Troy, Troy (721) 

1, 918, 750 

3, 081, 250 

3, 461, 930 

108, 832, 179 


Marine Midland National Bank of Troy, Troy (721) 

2, 033, 750 

3, 266, 250 

3, 602, 404 

115,639, 169 

Apr^ 28 

The Maybrook National Bank, Maybrook (11927) 

50,000 

120,000 

49, 307 

2,462,223 

County National Bank, Mid^etown (13956) 

2,621,205 

2, 815, 000 

1, 243, 302 

127, 802, 866 


County National Bank, Middletown (13956) 

2,689,955 

2, 995, 000 

1, 273, 859 

130,265,090 

May 16 

First City National Bank of Southern New York, Bingham- 
ton (15625) 

200,000 

40,000 

10,000 

250,000 


First CSty National Bank of Binghamton, Binghamton (202) 

3, 850, 000 

6, 150,000 

2, 421, 541 

139, 175,480 


First City National Bank of Binghamton, Binghamton 
(15625) 

4, 050, 000 

5, 190, 000 

2, 431, 541 

139, 425, 480 

May 16 

Second National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown (15626) 

100,000 

20,000 

5,500 

132, 142 
69, 427, 658 

The First National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown (548) 

1, 500, 000 

1, 500, 000 

1, 851, 900 


The First National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown (15626) 

1, 600, 000 

1, 520, 000 

1, 854, 458 

69,431, 358 

May 16 

Lincoln National Bank of Syracuse, Syracuse (15627) 

200,000 

40,000 

10,000 

261, 235 


Lincoln National Bank and Trust Co. of Cent^ New York, 
Syracuse (13393) 

3, 053, 590 

7, 000 000 

3,032,401 

206, 747, 093 


Lincoln National Bank and Trust Co. of Central New York, 
Syracuse (15627) 

3, 253, 590 

7,040,000 

1 

3,042,401 

206, 784, 094 

June 30 

Federation Bank & Trust Co., New York 

8, 209, 390 

10, 548, 621 
50, 000, 000 

3, 287, 180 

286, 883, 229 

Franklin National Bank, Miueola (12997) 

39, 907, 250 

14, 361, 952 

2, 055, 462, 485 


Franklin National Bank, Mineola (12997) 

60, 430, 725 

50, 000, 000 

15, 903, 568 

2,342,345,713 

Oct. 17 

The National Bank of Waterville, Waterville (1361) 

65,000 

235, 000 

149, 979 

5, 626, 577 


The Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central New 
York, Utica (1392) 

3, 825, 980 

9, 325, 000 

4, 959, 713 

253, 997, 318 


The Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central New 
York, Utica (1392) 

3, 897, 480 

9, 560, 000 

5, 103, 192 

259, 603, 889 
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Mergers of National banks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 19&7 


Effective Merging banks 

date 

Resxdting bank 

OtUstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total cusets 

NEW YOEK— continued 

Dec. 14 The Hamlin National Bank of Holcomb, Holcomb (10046) 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$185, 757 

$5, 268, 883 

The Canandaigua National Bank & Trust Go., Canandai- 
gua (3817) 

700,000 

1, 100, 000 ! 

1, 109, 340 

31, 852, 432 

The Canandaigua National Bank & Trust Go., Canandai- 
gua (3817) 

800, 000 1 

1, 200, 000 

1,295,097 

37, 121, 314 

Dec. 31 Ghester-Schroon-Horicon Bank, Ghestertown 

100, 000 

200,000 

116,022 ^ 

5, 691, 565 

Glens Falls Nadonzil Bank & Trust Go., Glens Falls (7699) ' 

1, 122, 188 

1, 500, 000 

1,023,058 1 

60, 320, 330 

Glens Falls National Bank & Trust Go., Glens Falls 
(7699) 

1, 397, 188 

1, 700, 000 

980, 080 

66, 027, 895 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Feb. 21 The Oxford National Bank, Oxford (13896) 

200,000 

400,000 

376, 315 

9, 905, 043 

The Planters National Bank & Trust Co., Rocky Mount , 

(10608) j 

1, 416, 935 

2, 733, 065 

742, 171 ^ 

75, 139, 953 

The Planters National Bank & Trust Co., Rocky Mount 
(10606) ! 

1, 816, 935 

3, 183, 065 

868,486 

85, 044, 996 

Mar. 1 1 The Bank of Mayodan, Mayodan 

Southern National Bank ds North Carolina, Lumberton 
(10610) 

66,915 

238, 532 

56, 243 

4, 110,919 

2, 701, 485 

3, 668, 485 

1, 020, 425 

97, 357, 855 

1 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton 1 
(10610) 

2, 821, 930 

3, 853, 486 

1, 076, 668 

101, 468, 773 

July 24 The Bank of Mount Gilead, Mount Gilead 

26,600 

300,000 

351, 941 

3, 096, 014 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton 
(10610) 

2, 992, 890 

3,862,973 

715, 937 

106,034,448 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton 
(10610) 

3, 165, 790 

4,016,673 ! 

1, 067, 878 

109, 130, 462 

Aug. 31 The Citizens Bank and Trust Co. of Southern Fines, 
Southern Pines 

154, 615 

700,000 

169, 536 

13,436,483 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte 
(9164) 

14, 673, 585 

22, 764, 231 

51,21, 583 

709, 027, 699 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte 
(9164) 

15, 098, 780 , 

23, 193, 651 

5, 386, 685 

722, 479, 074 

Oct. 20 Bank of Lillin^n, Lillu^ton 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jackson- 
ville (14676) 

100,000 

200,000 

95, 201 

3, 908, 384 

1, 950, 000 

1,950,000 

213, 463 

66, 862, 921 

First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, Jackson- i 
vilic (14676) ' 

2, 175,000 

2, 110,000 

223, 665 

70, 771, 305 

Dec. 16 The Bank of Wendell, WendeU 

100,000 

650,000 

235, 610 

8, 220, 662 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte 
(9164) 

15, 101, 905 

23, 193,651 

6, 693, 704 

779, 937, 909 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte 
(9164) 

15, 351, 905 

23,843,651 

6, 652, 455 

788, 115,653 

Dec. 29 Commercial and Industrial Bank, Fayetteville 

358,460 

370, 072 ! 

395, 941 

17, 370, 726 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte (13761) 

13, 915, 250 

40, 200, 890 

11, 143,312 

1,075,341,611 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte (13761) 

14, 381, 250 

40, 570, 962 

11,431,714 

1,092,712,238 
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Mergers of National hanks, or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1967 


Effective 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplxis 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total assets 



OHIO 





>iy 

15 

The Racine Home Bank, Racine 

The First National Bank of Racine, Racine (9815) 

$55, 000 
50, 000 

$55,000 

60,000 

$51, 634 
76, 760 

$1, 724, 497 
1, 760, 825 



The Racine Home National Bank, Racine (9815) 

125, 000 

115,000 

108, 921 

3, 510, 267 

July 

31 

The First National Bank of Stockport, Stockport (8042) 

The First National Bank of McGonnelsville, McConnels- 
ville (46) 

50,000 

200,000 

50,000 

200, 000 

44,343 

329, 848 

1, 087, 682 

5, 974, 752 



The First National Bank of McGonnelsville, McConnels- 
ville (46) 

285,000 

285,000 

301, 637 

1 

j 7, 062, 434 

Nov. 

25 

The Peoples Bank aind Savings Go., New Philadelphia 

The National Bank of Dover, Dover (4293) 

150, 000 
472, 000 

180, 195 
628, 000 

177,373 
837, 077 

1 6, 966, 106 

1 28, 060, 416 



The Peoples National Bank & Trust Go., Dover (4293) 

652, 000 

1, 148, 000 

644,645 

' 35, 026, 523 

Dec. 

31 

The JefiFerson Banking Go., Jefferson 

The Northeastern Ohio National Bank, Ashtabula (5075) 

‘ 375, 000 

750, 000 

375, 000 
1, 000, 000 

389, 675 
672, 996 

■ 13, 437, 866 

39, 733, 679 



The Northeastern Ohio National Bank, Ashtabula (5075) 

1, 218, 750 

1, 781, 250 

562, 671 

1 53, 171, 545 



PENNSYLVANIA 





Jan. 

28 

The Central National Bank of Columbia, Columbia (3873) 
National Bank & Trust Co. of Gent^ Pennsylvania, 
York (694) 

200,000 

7, 067, 000 

350, 000 

8, 932, 980 

136, 197 

4, 874, 781 

7, 117,903 

216, 940, 187 



National Bank & Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvania, 
York (694) 

7, 367, 020 

9, 282, 980 

4, 910, 978 

224, 058, 089 

Jan. 

31 

The First National Bank of Genesee, Genesee, (9783) 

The Grimgc National Bank of Potter County at Ulysaes, 
Ulysses (8739) 

50.000 

75.000 

100, 000 

120,000 

89,043 

31, 603 

1,904,411 

2, 716, 210 



Grange National Bank of Potter County, Ulysses (8739) 

155,000 

195, 000 

1 15, 645 

4,620,621 

Jan. 

31 

The First National Bank of Landisville, Landisville (9312) 
The Conestoga National Bank of Li^caster, Lancaster 
(3987) 

280,000 1 

1,270^000 

420,000 

2, 730, 000 

214,912 

2, 082, 836 

10, 580, 738 

59, 177, 479 



The Conestoga National Bank, Lancaster (3987) 

1,550,000 

3, 150, 000 

2, 297, 749 

69,758,217 

Feb. 

28 

Tuscarora State Bank, Blairs Mill 

The Juniata Valley National Bank, MifiBintown (5147) 

50,000 1 
377,000 i 

125,000 1 
1, 153, 000 1 

31, 597 : 
942, 826 1 

1, 491, 895 
19, 498, 652 



The Juniata Valley National Bank, Mifflintown (5147) 

412,000 

1, 278, 000 

989, 424 

20, 990, 547 

Apr, 

28 

The Second National Bank of TitusvUle, Titusville (879) 
Marine National Bank, Erie (870) 

300, 000 ' 
1, 000, 000 

400,000 
2,400,000 ^ 

172, 907 
766, 292 

8, 310, 491 
69, 078, 508 



Marine National Bank, Erie (870) 

1, 300, 000 

2, 800, 000 

939, 199 

77, 388, 999 

June 

7 

The Atglcn National Bank, Atglen (7056) 

National Bank of Chester County & Trust Co., West 
Chester (552) 

40,000 

966, 500 

160,000 i 

4, 033, 500 

164, 583 

1, 339, 035 

3, 088, 385 

71, 167, 478 



National Bank of Chester County & Trust Co., West 
Chester (552) 

1, 018, 500 

4, 281, 500 

1,403,588 

74. 255, 833 

June 

16 

The First National Bank of Shickshinny, Shickshinny 
(5573) 

The Wyoming National of Wilkes-Barre, V^lkes-Barrc 
(732) 

125, 000 

1, 200, 600 

125,000 

2,000,000 

252, 214 
943,841 ' 

5, 645, 638 

51, 520, 965 



The Wyoming National Bank of Wlkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 
(732)' 

1, 300, 600 

2, 150,000 

1, 196, 055 

57, 166, 603 
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Mergers of National hanks, or National and State hanks, by States, calendar 1967 


Emotive Merging banks 

date 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Tidal assets 

PENNSYLVANIA — continued 

Aug. 7 The First National Bank of Hastings, Hastings (11227) 

$50,000 

$100, 000 

$127, 049 

$3,019, 139 

The First National Bank of Ebensburg, Ebcnsburg (5084) 

190,000 

760, 000 

578, 627 

25, 1 3 1, 283 

The First National Bank of Ebensburg, Ebensburg (5084) 

227,500 

872,500 

712, 369 

28, 150,422 

Aug. 30 The First National Bank of Three Springs, Three Springs 
(10183) 

75,000 

1, 050, 000 

64,762 

2,507,613 

Union National Bank & Trust Go. of Huntingdon, Hunt- 
ingdon (4965) 

334,960 

965,040 

260,394 

20, 351, 663 

Union National Bank & Trust Go. of Huntingdon, Hunt- 
ingdon (4965) 

391, 210 

1, 088, 790 

325, 156 

22, 859, 277 

Oct. 2 First National Bank & Trust Co. of Elizabethtown, Eliza- 
bethtown (3335) 

! 

125,000 

925, 000 ^ 

132, 729 

13, 307, 439 

The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Go., Harrisburg ; 
(580) 

3, 651, 250 

8,825,000 

3, 041, 796 

159,887,914 

The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., Harrisburg ’ 
(580) 

4i 088, 750 

9, 750, 000 

2, 862, 025 

173, 195,353 

Oct. 25 Citizens Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 

140,000 

260,000 

251, 769 

7, 637, 305 

Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 
(13852) 

3, 025, 000 

6,000,000 

3,021, 098 

1 157, 536, 594 

Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 
(13852) 

3, 249, 000 

6,760,000 

2, 660, 506 

165, 183, 405 

Oct. 31 The First National Bank of Bloomsburg, Bloomsburg (293) 

156, 250 

243, 750 

247, 613 

10, 653, 505 

The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, VWlkes-B^e (30) 

2, 600, 000 

4,000,000 

2, 055, 310 

121, 572, 121 

The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre (30) 

2, 800, 000 

4, 700, 000 

1, 806, 645 

131, 906, 675 

Nov. 30 East Berlin National Bank, East Berlin (14091) 

50,000 

275,000 

30, 274 

3, 447, 598 

Adams County National Baulk, Cumberland Township 
(311) 

850,000 

1, 510, 000 

607, 737 

34, 055, 893 

Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Township 
(311) 

975,000 

I, 710, 000 

638, 010 

37, 503, 491 

Dec. 9 Tbe Glen Lyon National Bank, Glen Lyon (13160) 

The Hanover National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 
(14344) 

100,000 

150,000 

150, 035 

3, 173,952 

200,000 

800,000 

406,039 

19, 274^ 573 

The Hanover National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 
(14344) 

256, 000 

994,000 

556, 074 

22, 448, 525 

Dec. 27 Conemaugh Valley Bank, Blairsville 

200,000 

103, 000 

65, 776 

4, 013, 905 

First National Bank in Indiana, Indiana (14098) 

525,000 

525, 000 

778, 938 

24, 600, 698 

First National Bank in Indiana, Indiana (14098) 

685,000 

685, 000 

823, 450 

28, 609, 339 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Oct. 21 Farmers Bank of Sinmsonville, Simpson ville 

The Peoples National Bank, Greenville (10635) 

135,000 

* 175, 000 

62, 123 

1 4, 643, 493 

1, 650, 000 

2, 660, 000 

1, 928, 451 

67, 975, 417 

The Peoples National Bank, Greenville (10635) 

; 1, 737, 750 

2, 835, 000 

1, 985, 824 

71, 943, 098 

TEXAS 

Dec. 4 £ii^}ire State Bank of Dallas, Dallas 

1,000,000 

635, 956 

0 

34, 095, 321 

The National Bank of Commerce of Dallas, Dallas (3985) 

2, 355, 060 

2, 085, 000 

1, 048, 399 

94,066,341 

National Bank of Commerce of Dallas, Dallas (3985) 

4, 555, 060 

1, 525, 000 

1, 044, 355 

128, 161,663 
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Table B-14 — Continued 


Mergers of National bankSy or National and State banks, by States, calendar 1967 


Effective 

date 

Merging banks 

Resulting bank 

Outstanding 

capital 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

Total assets 


VERMONT 





Jan. 13 

Ludlow Savings Bank and Trust Co., Ludlow 

Vermont National Bank, Brhttleboro (1430) 

$50,000 

1 1, 080, 000 

$110,500 

1, 260, 000 

$76, 603 
932, 621 

$3, 623, 575 
55, 547, 700 


Vermont National Bank, Brattleboro (1430) 

1,215,000 

1, 370, 500 

921, 983 

59, 169, 044 

Jan. 31 

The Rutleind County Bank, Rutleind 

The Howard National Bank & Trust Co,, Burlington 
(1698) 

330,000 

1, 732, 500 

650,000 

1, 732, 500 

636, 749 

1, 280, 821 

18, 241, 668 

65, 776, 326 


The Howard National Bank & Trust Co,, Burlington 
(1698) 

2, 310,000 

2, 310,000 

1, 753, 186 

84,013, 194 


VIRGINIA 





Feb. 18 

Middletown State Bank, Inc., Middletown 

Farmei^ & MCTchants National Bank, Winchester (6084) 

100,000 i 
1, 347, 500 

100,000 
1, 361, 125 ; 

76, 589 
410, 780 

2, 858, 337 
39,201,420 


Farmers & Merchants National Bank, Winchester (6084) 

1, 510, 000 

1,400,000 , 

485, 995 

42, 059, 757 

June 30 

Union Bank & Trust Co. of Amelia, Amelia Court House ! 
The Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg (1522) 

100,000 
3, 736, 900 

200,000 
4, 900, 000 

175, 199 ' 
2, 244, 388 : 

5, 672, 033 
145, 549, 695 


The Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg (1522) 

3,904,900 

5, 100,000 

2, 353, 079 1 

151, 221, 038 

Aug. 31 

The Farmers Bank of Elk Creek, Elk Creek 

The Grayson National Bank, Independence (10834). 

40.000 

100.000 

60, 000 
300,000 

23, 266 
127,684 

1, 730,881 
6,911,773 


The Grayson National Bank, Independence (10834) 

121,000 

360,000 

169, 649 

8, 642, 063 


WASmNOTON 





Oct. 20 

First National Bank in Montesano, Montesano (5472) 
National Bank of Washington, Tacoma (3417) 

150,000 

6,014,513 

150,000 
8, 985, 488 

109, 726 
5,688,963 

6, 273, 796 
369, 156, 153 


National Bank of Washington, Tacoma (3417) 

6, 015, 213 

9, 284, 787 

4,885,855 

375, 397, 696 


Table B-15 

Mergers* resulting in National banks, by size of acquiring and acquired banks, 1960-67 


Assets of actfuired bank 


Assets of acquiring bank^ j 

Less than $10 
million 

$10 million to 
24,9 
million 

$25 million to 
49,9 \ 

million 

$50 million to 
99,9 
million 

$100 million 
and over 

Total 


71 

0 

0 

0 

0 

71 

$10 mill inn to $24.9 million 

86 

10 

0 

0 

0 

96 

$25 million to $49.9 million 

69 

22 

5 

0 

0 

96 

$50 milltnn to $99.9 million 

75 

25 

11 

1 

0 

112 

$100 million, and over 

152 

89 

29 

15 

11 

296 




Total 

453 

146 

45 

16 

11 

t671 



* Includes all forms of acquisitions since the effective date of the Banlc Merger Act, May 13, 1960. 
fin each transaction, the bank with larger total assets was considered to be the acquirmg bank, 
i Includes 650 transactions, 6 involving 3 banks, 6 involving 4 banks, and 1 involving 5 banks. 
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Table B-16 

Domestic branches entering the National banking system, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1967 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location oj bank 

Branches opened Jot business 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 


Total 

224 

^6 

650 


ALABAMA 




14414 



1 

1 

5249 


1 


1 

10377 


1 


1 

8765 


1 


1 

4319 

The First Naticmal Bank of Jacksonville, Jacksonville 

1 


1 

15635 



1 

1 

13414 


i 


1 

8963 

The First Nation^ Bank of l^ottsboro, ^ottsboro 

1 

i 

2 

9855 



1 

1 

6173 


1 


1 

1853 


1 


1 

14160 


1 


1 

7568 

The First National Bank of Wetumpka, Wctumpka 

1 


1 


AHmntA 




3728 



2 

2 

14324 



1 

1 


AKXAniAS 




14389 

The First National Bank of Blytbeville, Blytheville 

1 


1 

14000 


1 


1 

13958 


2 


2 

10004 


1 


1 

6680 

Simmons First National Bank of Fine Bluff, Pine Bluff. 

1 


1 

14631 

(TitiT^ma Natiorwil r*f Bidge. 

1 


1 

15608 

Fidelity National Bank of West Memphis, West Memphis 


1 

1 


CALIFORNIA 




15347 

Alameda First National Bank, Alameda •• 

1 


1 

15437 

Bakersfield National Bank, Bakersfield 


1 

1 

14670 

Community National Bank, Bakersfield 


1 

1 

15484 

Re?1flnwer N»tifyn;il BsinV, Bellflower 


1 

1 

14695 

dity NarinnAl Ba-nV, Beverly TU1I«! 

2 


2 

15398 

Iny^Nlono National Bank, Bishop 


4 

4 

15434 

Commercial National Bank, Buena Park 


1 

1 

11282 

The First Natinnal Bank nf dlnverdale, Onverdale 


1 

1 

15450 

National Bank of i^riculture, Ddano 


1 

1 

15557 

Imperial Valley National Bank, FI Centro ' 


1 

1 

15329 

HitmhnlHt Natinnal Bank, P.iireka , 

1 


1 

15515 

Tlniversity Natirmal Bank, Fullerton 



1 

14823 

Valley National Bank, Glendale, Glendale 



1 

15495 ! 

Mid-eal National Bank, T.odi 


1 

1 

2491 

Security First National Bank, Los Angeles 

6 

12 

18 

15388 

Silverlake National Bank, T os Angeles 

1 


1 

15182 

Oomiminity NfttinDfil of P'r^no Oounty^ 1111 


2 ; 

2 

15547 

Santa Clarita National Bank, Newhall 



1 

6919 

Central Valley National Bank, Oakland 


2 

2 

15180 

Seniirity National Bank, Oakland 


1 

1 

15220 

Oeeaneide Natiops^l Pi\nk Oees^paide 

1 


1 

6268 

First National Bank & Trust Co., Ontario, 


2 

2 

15532 

C'Omm^t'cijiJ & T^arrn^rs National Rftnlr Oimftr^ 


1 

1 

15174 

Sierra National Bank, Petaluma 


5 

5 

15032 

p PfUiV Rn^lclin 

1 


1 

15349 

Valley National Bank, Palinas ,, 

1 


1 

3050 

Southern California First National Bank, San Diego 

1 

5 

6 

10391 

United States National Bank, San Di^o * 


4 

4 

13044 

Bank of America NatiQi 3 al Trust & Savii^ Association, San Francisco 

1 

40 

41 

9655 

The Bank of California, National Association, San Francisco 


6 

6 

1741 

13178 

Crocker-Citizcns National Bank, San Francisco 

liberty National Bank, San Francisco 

1 

11 

1 

12 

1 
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Table B-16 — Continued 


Domestic branches entering the National banking jystemy by de novo operdng, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1967 


Charter 

No. 

Tine and location of bank 

1 Branches opened for business 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 


CAUFOKNiA — continued 




2158 



1 

1 

14891 




1 

14903 



1 


15357 



1 

1 

13178 


j 


1 


CONNECTICUT 




335 



1 

1 

1338 



3 

3 

720 




1 

1184 


j 


1 

2 



1 


227 



2 

2 

15584 


j 



780 

The Waterbury National ifonk, Watcrbury 

1 


1 


OiaiRlCrr OF COLUMBIA 




15127 


1 


1 


GEORGIA 




9617 


j 


j 

15541 


1 


1 

4691 





3907 

Thft First National flanlr of Oaltorij Dalton . . , , 

1 


1 

10270 

The First National Ranlc &■. Trust Oo. in Kfaeonj hfaron 

' 1 



7969 

First National Bank of McDonough, McDonough 

1 


] 

14046 

The National Bank of Monme^ "Monroe , 



1 

13068 

13472 

The Citizens & Southern National Bank, Savannah 

T.iK^rty IMAHrmal Nr .... 

2 

1 

2 

9302 

The First National Bank of Thomaonj Thomson , 



1 


IDAHO 




1668 

I The Trlaho First National Bank, Boise 


j 

1 

14444 

1 First .^eeiirity Baqk of NaHon**! AsSfOciat'*"^, Boifi^i ■■■ -i t - 

j 


1 

ILLINOIS 




14331 

National Bank of Aledo, AleHo 




12870 

The First National Bank, of Antioch, Antioch. 

j 


1 

3303 

The Old National Bank of dentrj^|ia t 

} 


1 

2584 

The Seeond National Bank of Danville, Danville 

1 


1 

4576 

The Clitire.nR National Bank of Deeatiir, Deratnr 

1 


1 

1881 

Dixon Niational Bank, Dixon . . 




14610 

National Bank of Joliet, Joliet 

} 


1 

14453 

\4elrose Park National Bank, \4elrnse Park 

1 


1 


INDIANA 




699 

The First National Bank of Aurora Aurora 

1 


1 

14813 

1 The First National Bank of CeH^^^ T.ake, Cedar T.ake 


1 

1 

11671 

First-Farmers National Bank, Converse 


1 

1 

12444 

Old National Bank in F.vansville, Fvansville 

] 


1 

14529 

Mercantile National Bank of Hammond, Hammond 


1 

1 1 

13759 

American Fletcher National Bank & Trust Go., Indianapolis 

2 


3 

984 

The Indiana National Bank of Indianapolis, Indianapolis 

1 

4 

5 

869 

Merchants National Bank & Trust Go. of Indianapolis, Indianapolis 

1 

1 

2 

2747 

Bsnk ■ ■ ■ 

2 


2 

13816 

First National Bank in New Castle, New Castle 

1 


1 

8956 

The Colonial National Bank, Tennyson 


1 

1 
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Table B-16 — Continued 


Domestic branches entering the National banking system^ by de novo openingy merger y or conversioru, by StateSy calendar /567 


Charter 

Title and location of bank 

Branches opened for bxuiness 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 


IOWA 




10408 


1 


] 

13817 


1 


1 

15085 



] 


5022 

Northwestern National Bank of Sioux CSty, Sioux City 

1 

1 

2 


KANSAS 




6997 


1 


1 


KENTUCKY 




5900 


1 


1 

718 



1 

1 

109 


1 



14320 


1 


1 

3832 


1 


1 


LOUISIANA 




4154 


1 


1 

4524 



1 

1 

13689 


2 


2 

13648 ! 

Commercial National Bank in Shreveport, Shreveport 

1 


1 


BIAINE 




498 

First National Granite Bank of Augusta, Augusta 

1 

1 

2 

3941 

The First National Bank of Bar Harbor, Bar Harbor 


1 

1 

2260 

First-Manufacturers National Bank of Lewiston and Auburn, Lewiston 


1 

1 

4128 

First National Bank of Portland, Portland 


1 

1 


MARYLAND 




1413 

The First National Bank of Maryland, Baltimore 


1 

1 

13745 

Maryland National Bank, Baltimore 


4 

4 

15102 

National City Bank of Baltimore, Baltimore 


1 

1 

15365 

University National Bank, College Park 


1 

1 

13747 

Frederick County Nation^ Bank of Frederick, Frederick 

1 



13776 

The Garrett National Bank in Oakland, Oakland 


1 

1 

13497 

The Old Line National Bank, Rockville 

i 

1 

2 


MASSACHUSETTS 




15399 

Commonwealth National Bank, Boston 


1 

1 

200 

The First National Bank of Boston, Boston 

1 


1 

2504 

First County National Bank, Brockton 

1 


1 

13222 

The Buzzards Bay National Bank, Buzzards Bay. 


1 j 

1 

4771 

The County Bank National Association, Cambridge 

1 

1 i 

2 

614 

Middlesex County National Bank, Evei^t 


1 ! 

1 

484 

The Haverhill National Bank, Haverhill. 

1 


1 

1129 

Merrimack Valley National Bank, Haverhill 


2 

2 

13395 

The Barnstable County National Bank of Hyannis, Hyannis 


1 

1 

383 

The First National Bank of Northampton, Northampton 

2 


2 

1082 

First Agricultural National Bank of Berkshire Coun^, Pittsfield 

1 


1 

1260 

Pittsfield National Bank, Pittsfield 

1 


1 

14798 

South Shore National Bank, Quincy 


4 

4 

726 

Merchants-Warren National Bank of Salem, Salem 

1 


1 

308 

Third National Bank of Hampden County, Springfield 

1 

1 

2 

1135 

The Meehan irs National Bank of Worcester, Worcester 


1 

1 

79 

Worcester County National Bank, Worcester 


1 



182 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Table B-16 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National banking ^stemy by de novo openings merger^ or convermn, by States^ calendar 1967 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

! Branches opened for business 

i 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 


MICHIOAN 




14185 



j 

1 

3948 



1 

I 

14925 


i 


1 

13738 



2 

2 

14948 



1 1 

1 

13671 

National Bank of Detroit, Detroit. 

1 

2 

3 

8496 




1 

15049 



1 

1 

15575 



1 2 

2 

7676 


i 


1 

13741 



1 

1 

13820 

The American National Bank & Trust C3o. of Michigan, Kalamazoo 

1 

: 3 

4 

14032 



' 1 

1 

12971 


1 


1 i 

5607 


1 


1 

13739 



1 

1 i 

14773 


i 


1 

15403 



i 

1 

3378 



5 

5 

15527 


3 


3 

15008 


1 


1 

13874 


1 


1 

13807 


1 


1 


MISSISSIPPI 




10738 

First-Columbus National Bank, Columbus 

1 


1 

3765 

^ Th#* Fint Natinual of Grflen villp, Greenrille 

1 


1 

15539 

Southern National Bank of Hattiesburg, Hattiesburg 

1 


1 

10523 

First National Bank of Jackson, Jackson 

2 


2 

11898 

The Commercial National Baiik& Trust Co. of Laurel, Laurel 

1 


1 

13313 

First National Bank of Lexington, Lexington 


1 

1 

13722 

Britton & Koontz National First Bank, Natchez 

1 


1 

15519 

First National Bank, New Albany ^ 


3 

3 

14592 

First National Bank of Picayune, Picayune 

1 



3258 

First National Bank of Vicksburg, Viclfflbiirg ' 

1 


i 

MISSOURI 




4079 

The First National Bank of Carrollton, Carrollton 

1 




MONTANA 




15540 

First National Bank, Anaconda 


1 


NEBRASKA 




13408 

First National Bank& Trust Co. of Fremont, Fremont 

1 


1 

15379 

Security National Bank of Omaha, Omaha 

1 


1 


NEVADA 




14406 

Security National Bank of Nevada, Reno 


1 



NEW HAMPSHIRE 




14835 

Hampton National Bank, Hampton. 


1 

1 

4740 

The T.akeport National Bank of Laconia, Laconia 



1 

1070 

The Souhegan National Bank of Milford, Milford 

1 


1 
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Table B-16 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National banking ^stem, by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by Slates, calmer 1967 


Charter 

No, 


Branches opened for business 


Title and location of bank 


Laced 


Other than 
local 


Total 


NEW JERSEY 


13363 

11658 

9268 

13855 

1346 

1222 

1209 

13893 

15430 

14457 

12646 

374 

4147 

12022 

1113 

4274 

2343 

1452 

1316 

15505 

4724 

12524 

3922 

15327 

6692 

14189 

2918 

7265 


First Merchants National Bank, Asbury Park 1 

Beach Haven National Bank & TkTJst Co., Beach Haven 1 

The First National Bank of Bordentown, Bordentown 1 

The National Bank of Sussex County, Branchville 1 

The Cumberland National Bank of &idgeton, Bridgeton 1 

Mechanics National Bank of Burlington County, Burlington 1 

.First Camden National Bank& Trust Co., Camden 1 

The Edgewater National Bank, Edgewater 1 

.Etariton Valley National Bank, Edison Township 1 

Colonial National Bank, Haddonfidd 1 

The First National Bank of Hamilton Square, Hamilton Square 1 

The First National Bank of Jersey City, Jersey City 1 

Peoples National Bank of Monmouth County, Keyport 1 1 

Pc^es National Bank of Camden County, Laurel Springs 1 

The First National Iron Bank of New Jersey, MorHstown 1 

Trust Company National Bank, Morristown 2 8 

Union National Bank & Trust Co., Moimt Holly 1 

Fisrt National State Bank of New Jersey, Newark 4 

National Newark & Essex Bank, Newark 1 

Security National Bank, Newark 1 

The Second National Bank of Orange, Orange 1 

Perth Amboy National Bank, Perth Amboy 2 

'[Tie City National Bank & Trust Co. of Salem, Salem 1 

First National Bank of Scotch Plains, Scotch Plains 1 

Citizens National Bank of Morris Coui^, Succasunna 1 

The First National Bank of Tuckahoc, Tuckahoe 1 

The Vineland National Bank & Trust Co., Vineland 1 

The First National Bank of WiUiamstown, WlUamstown I 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

10 

1 

4 

1 

1 

1 

2 


1 

I 


NEW MEXICO 


13814 

6597 

8767 

14971 

6183 


first National Bank in Albuquerque, Albuquerque 1 

irhe First National Bank of ^en, Bden 

The Clovis National Bank, Clovis 1 

Deming National Bank, Deming 1 

The First National Bank of Farmington, Farmington 1 



NEW YORK 


10029 

3817 

1198 

1349 

2272 

11511 

980 

7703 

548 

10456 

13121 

13956 

12997 

13314 

2370 

15428 

15558 

1461 

15029 

14734 

12788 

15641 

4230 


First National Bank of Bay Shore, Bay Shore 

The Canandaigua Nationd Beink & Trust Co., Canandaigua 

The Tanners National Bank of Catskill, CatsIM 1 

The Chester National Bank, Chester 

First National Bank of Cortland, Cortland 

Tinker National Bank, East Setauket 1 

The First National Bank of Glens Falls, Glens Falls 

National Bank of North America, Jamaica, 6 

The First National Bank of Jamestown, Jamestown 

The First National Bank of Jeffersonville, Jeffersonville 

The Mahopac National Bank, Mahopac 

County National Bank, Middletown 

Franklin National Bank, Mineola 

Nanuet National Bank, Nanuet 

The Chase Manhattan Bank (National Association), New York 3 

Chelsea National Bank, New York 1 

Co mmuni ty National Bank & Trust Co. of Richmond, New York (Staten Island) . 1 

First National City Bank, New York 3 

Royal National Bank of New York, New York 1 

Tappan Zee National Bank, Nyack 

The Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Patchogue 

The FaUkill National Bank & Trust Co., Poughkeepsie 1 

The Suffolk County National Bank of Riverhead, Riverhead 



18 

1 

1 

1 

2 

15 

1 

3 


1 

4 


2 

1 
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Table B-16 — Continued 

Domestic bnmdits enlerhig the Nictional bunkmg sysim^ by de iwm openings merger^ m cmwerxioii, hy edmdar 1967 


Charter 

No. 


Title and location of hank 


NEW YORK. — continued 


1342 

721 

1392 

368 

2657 

8158 


The Merchants National Rank & Trust Co. of Syracuse, Syracuse .... 

Marine Midland National Bank of Troy, Troy, 

The Oneida National Baiik & Trust Clo, of Central New York, Utica. 

First National Bank of Waterloo, Waterloo 

The National Bank of Northern New York, Watertown 

Seaway National Bank, Watertown 


NORTH GAROUNA 


9164 

13761 

3903 

14676 

10610 

4896 

10608 


First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte. . . 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte 

The Concord National Bank, (Uncord 

First National Bank of Fastem North Carolina, Jacksonville 
Southern National Rank of North Carolina, Lunwerton . . . 
The First National Bank of Mount Airy, Mount Ai^. .... 
The Planters Nationa.1 Bank & Trust Co., Rocky Mount. . 


NORTH DAKOTA 


4384 


14579 

7744 

2302 

15416 

76 

4318 

786 

14761 

5065 

10 

2604 

4293 

15577 

15573 

10105 

13944 

652 

1241 

13767 

14290 

11831 

46 

4842 

3234 

14686 

1061 

1006 


7386 

12065 

12016 


8554 

15-53 

4514 


The First National Bank of Dickinson, Dickinson 

OHIO 

First National Bank of Akron, Akron 

The Athens National Bank, Athens 

The First National Bank erf* Bellevue, Bellevue 

First National Bank, Bowling Green ‘ 

First National Bank of Canton, Canton ' 

Central National Bank of Cleveland, Cleveland 

The National City Bank of Qevdand, Cleveland 

Society National Bank of Cleveland, Oeveland 

The Ohio National Bank of Columbus, Columbus. 

The Third National Bank & Trust Co. of Dayton, Dayton 

The Winters National Bank &. Trust Co. of Dayton, Dayton 

The Peoples National Bank & Trust Co., Dover 

Elyria Savings & Trust National Bank, ^yria 

Eiiclid Naticmal Bank, Euclid. 

The Peoples National Bank of Greenfield, Greenfield 

Greenville National Bank, Greenville 

The Portage National Bank, Kent 

The Hocking Valley National Bank, Lancaster 

First Nationm Bank & Trust Co. of Lima, Lima 

The Lorain National Bank, Lorain 

The National City Bank of Marion, Mcirion 

First National Bank, McConnelsville 

The Old Phoenix National Bank of Medina, Medina 

Clermont National Bank, Milford 

The T.ake County National Bank of Painrsville, Painesville. 

The Miami Citizens National Bank & Trust Co., Piqua 

The Piqua National Bank & Trust Co., Piqua 

OKLAHOUA 

The Cleveland National Bank, Clevdand 

The Security National Bank of Duncan, Duncan | 

The Fidelity National Bank & Trust Co. of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City. . . . . 

OREGON 

The Forest Grove National Bank, Forest Grove 

First National Bank of Oregon, Portland 

United States National Bank of Oregon, Portland 


Branches opened for business 


Other than 
local 


2 

2 

1 

1 

1 


10 

5 

1 

2 

4 

1 

2 


1 


1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 


1 

1 

1 

2 

1 


1 

2 

1 
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Table B-16 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National banking system^ by de novo opening, merger, or conversion, by States, calendar 1967 


Charter 

No. 


Title and location of bank 


Branches opened for business 


Other than 
local 


Total 


PENNSYLVANIA 


2137 

575 

311 

5084 

2515 

870 

580 

3893 

12688 

31 

4965 

14098 

12098 

5073 

3987 

240 

311 

5147 

10275 

14542 

8499 

324 

2531 

9149 

539 

6301 

252 

705 

2222 

39 

4355 

8739 

552 

30 

14344 

13852 

732 

1464 

694 


The National Bank of Boyertown, Boyertown 

The National Bank of Chester Valley, Coatesville. 

Adams County National Bank, Cumberland Township 

The First National Bank of Ebensburg, Ebensburg 

The Ephrata National Bank, Ephrata 

Marine National Bank, Erie 

The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., Harrisburg 

Peoples First National Bank & Trust Co., Hazleton 

The Hershey National Bank, Hershey 

Penn Centr^ National Bank, Huntingdon 

Union National Bank & Trust Co. of Huntingdon, Huntingdon 

First National Bank in Indiana, Indiana 

The Moxliam National Bank of Johnstown, Johnstown 

The Merchants National Bank of Kittanning, Kittanning 

The Conestoga National Bank, Lancaster 

The First National Bank of Lebanon, Lebanon 

Adams County National Bank, Littlestown 

The Juniata Valley National Bank, Mifflintown 

The First National Bank of Milford, Milford 

Cumberland County National Bank & Trust Co., New Cumberland. . . . 
The Farmers National Bank & Trust Co. of New Holland, New Holland. 

The First National Bank& Trust Go. of Newtown, Newtown 

j The Peoples National Bank& Trust Co, of Norristown, Norristown 

I The National Bank of North East, North East 

j The Philadelphia National Bank, Philadelphia 

i Mellon National Bank& Trust Co., Pittsburgh 

I Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh 

The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank, Pittsburgh 

The First National Bank of Towanda, Towanda 

First Blair County National Bank of Tyrone, Tyrone 

Grange National Bank of Potter County, Ulysses 

National Bank of Chester County & Trust Co., West Chester 

The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 

The Hanover National Bank of W'ilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 

Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 

The Wyoming National Bank of W ilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre 

Williamsport National Bank, Williamsport 

National Bank & Trust Go. of Central Pennsylvania, York 


RHODE ISLAND 

1302 ; Industrial National Bank of Rhode Island, Providence. , 


14425 

2044 

13720 

14784 

10635 

14967 

15025 


4631 

10592 

15636 


SOUTH CAROLINA 

The Citizens &, Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston . 

The South Carolina National Bank of Charleston, Ghzirleston 

The First National Bank of South Carolina, Columbia 

Carolina National Bank of Easley, Easley 

The Peoples National Bank, Greenville 

The First National Bank of Lancaster, Lancaster. 

First National Bank of St. George, St. George 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


First National Bank of the Black Hills, Rapid City 

Northwestern National Bank of Sioux Falls, Sioux Falls. , 
United National Bank of Vermillion, Vermillion 
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Table 6-16 — Continued 

Domestic branches entering the National hanking ^stem, by de novo openingy merger y or conversion, by States, calendar 1967 


1 

Charter \ 


Branches opened Jot hxtsiness 

No. ! 

! 

i 

Title and location oj bank 

Local \ Other than 

1 local 

Total 


TENNESSEE 


3341 

7848 

9667 

5263 

12790 

10842 

14657 

13539 

5528 

336 

13681 

13349 

3032 

13103 

3530 


The First National Bank of McMinn County, Athens 1 

The Hamilton National Bank of Chattanooga, Chattanooga 1 

The First National Bank of Cookeville, Cookeville 1 

First Citizens National Bank of Dyerebui^, Dycrsburg 1 

The National Bank of Commerce of Jackson, Jackson 1 

The First National Bank of Sullivan County, Kingsport 1 

The Kingsport National Bank, Kingsport 1 

The Har^ton National Bank of Knoxville, Knoxville 1 

The First National Bank of Manchester, Manchester 1 i 

The First National Bank of Memphis, Memphis 1 

National Bank of Commerce in Memphis, Memphis 3 

Union Planters National Bank of Memphis, Mei^his 1 

First American National Bank of Nashville, Nashville 1 

Third Nations^ Bank in Nashville, Nashville 1 

The Peoples National Bank of Shelbyville, Shelbyville 1 


3 


UTAH 


4341 


Zions First National Bank, Salt Lake City. 


1 


VERMONT 


1430 

1698 

1195 


Vermont National Bank, Brattleboro 

The Howard National Bank & Trust Co., Burlington 

The National Bank of Middlebury, Middlebury 1 


1 

3 


1 

3 

1 


VIRGINIA 


14893 

15254 

14904 

5591 

8688 

6389 

1572 

5261 

11694 

13880 

10834 

1522 

6748 

15139 

10194 

11381 

11387 

10080 

15530 

11817 

6084 

1635 


Mount Vernon National Bank & Trust Co. of Fair&x, Annandalc 

Fidelity National Bank, Arlington 2 

Security National Bank, Baileys Gross Roads 

The Culpeper National Bank, Culpeper 

The First National Bank of Emporta, Emporia 1 

The National Bank of Fair&x, Fairfax 1 

The First National Bank of Harrisonburg, Harrisonburg 1 

The Rockingham National Bank of Harrisonbuig, Harrisonbuig 1 

Valley National Bank, Harrisonburg 

Russell County National Bank, Hoj^er 

The Grayson National Bank, Independence 

The Fid^ty National Bank, Lynchburg 

The Peoples National Bank of Manassas, Manetssas 

The First National Bank, Narrows 

Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk 

American National Bank, Portsmouth 

The Peoples National Bank of Pulaski, Pulaski 

The Central National Bank of Richmond, Richmond 

Metropolitan National Bank, Richmond 

The Colonial' American National Bank of Roanoke, Roanoke 1 

Farmers and Merchants National Bank, V^nchester 1 

The Shenandoah Valley National Bank of Winchester, Winchester 


1 


2 


2 

1 


1 

2 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

2 


2 

3 

1 


Washington 


15233 

7474 

4375 

13230 

14394 

11280 

4668 

3417 

12292 


Valley National Bank of Auburn, Auburn 

The BelUi^ham National Bank, Bellingham 

The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, Seatde . 

The Pacific National Bank erf Seatde, Seatde 

Peoples National Bank of Washington, Seattle 

Seatde-First National Bank, Seattle 

Old National B«mk of Washington, Spokane 

Natioiuil Bank of Washington, Tacoma 

Puget Sound National Bank, Tacoma 


2 


1 

1 

5 

1 


1 1 

5 5 

I 

1 1 

2 2 


293 - 544—68 13 
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Table B— 17 


Domestic branches of National banks closed^ by StateSy calendar 1967 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

Branches closed 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 



18 

49 

67 


ALASKA 




14651 


1 


1 


California 




626ft 


j 


J 

10391 



] 

1 

13044 



3 

3 

1741 

Oocker-CitizeDs National Bank, San Frai^sco 

i 

7 

8 

15149 



4 i 

4 


CONNKCTICUT 




2 



1 

J 


GEORGIA 




1559 



J 

1 


IDAHO 




1668 

The Idaho First National Bank, Boise 


1 

1 


INDIANA 




9381 

The First Merfchants National Bank of hfichigan City, Michigan City 

j 


J 


KANSAS 




11707 

First National Bank in Creat Bentl, Great Bend. 

j 

i 

1 

KENTUCEV 




14894 

' Fort TCnror NaHonal Bank, Fort K.noK 

] 


J 

109 

First National Lincoln Bank of Louisville, Louisville 


i ! 

1 

5132 

i The Tincoln County National Bank of Stanford, Stanford. 

i 

1 i 


LOUISIANA 

1 



14977 

Whitney National Bank of New Orleans, New Orleans 

2 


2 

ICASSACHUSBTTS 




1129 

Merrimack Valley National Bank, Haverhill 


1 

1 

13395 

The Barnstable County National Bank of Hyannis, Hyannis 


1 ' 

1 

14798 

South Shore National Bank, Quincy 


1 1 



MICHIGAN 




13738 

Manufacturers National Bank of Detroit, Detroit 


1 ! 

1 

15575 

lln'On Bank ^ Tnwt Co ^ ^National Asuncia^on), Gr^tnd Rnpidft 




191 

The Firnt National Rank Tniat Co., of fCalAmazoo, Kalamazoo 1 


1 

1 

12697 

The Dart National Bank of \4aiiOin, hf ason ' 


1 

1 

13739 

Community National Bank of Pontiac, Pontiac 
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Table B-17 — Continued 


Domestic branches of National banks closed^ by States^ calendar 1967 


Charter 


Branches closed 

No. 

Title and location oj bank 

Local 

Other than 
local 

Total 

4157 

13408 

MISSOURI 

The Firat National Bank of Independence, Independence 

NEBRASKA 

1 

I 


1 

3496 


1 


1 

4274 

NEW JERSEY 


1 

1 

1316 



} 

1 

14177 1 
11847 

The Sea Bright National Bank, Sea Bright 

2 

i 

1 

2 

12997 

NEW YORK 


1 

I 

2370 

9716 

The Chase Mahattan Bank (National Association), New York 

1 

2 

1 

2 

13393 



1 


9135 

9164 

The Emerson National Bank of Warrensburgh, Warrensburg 

NORTH CAROUNA 

First Union National Bank of North Carolina, Charlotte 


1 

1 

1 

1 

13761 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte 


3 

3 

10610 

Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumbeiton 

1 


1 

5450 

The First National Bank of Morganton, Morganton 

1 

2 

3 

7639 

OHIO 

The First National of Baltimore, Baltimore 


1 

1 

15163 

OREGON 

Emerald National Bank, Betbel-Danebo 


I 

1 

3147 

PENNSYLVANIA 

The National Bank of M^vem, Malvern j 


1 

1 

5496 

The First National Ba-nk of Milford, Milford 


1 

1 

252 

14093 

Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh 

National Bank of Union City, Union City 


1 

1 

1 

2044 

14211 

scum CAROUNA 

The South Carolina National Bank of Charleston, Charleston 

The First National Bank of South Carolina, Columbia 


1 

1 

1 

3341 

TENNESSEE 

The First National Bank of McMinn County, Athens 

1 


. 
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Table B-18 

Principal assets^ liabilities, and capital accounts of National banks, by deposit size, year end 1966 and 1967 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 







Securities 



Deposits 



Capital 


Number 
of banks 

Total 

assets 

Cash and 
cash items 

Loans and 
discounts 

Total 

US. Gov- 
ernment 
obligations 

Fixed 

assets 

Total 

Demand 

Time and 
savings 

Capital 

stock 

notes and 
debentures 

1967 













Total 

4, 758 

$263, 375 

$46, 634 

$136, 753 

$69, 656 

$34, 308 

$3, 876 

$231, 374 

$123, 038 

$108, 336 

$5, 367 

$1, 235 

Bzinks with deposits of — 

Less than $1.0 

32 

29 

7 

11 

11 

9 

0 

26 

21 

5 

, 

0 

1.0 to 1.9 

195 

350 

60 

153 

130 

99 

4 

304 

183 

121 

12 

0 

2.0 to 4.9 

1,000 

3, 964 

593 

1, 874 

1,400 

929 

64 

3, 528 

1, 883 

1,645 

105 

0 

5.0 to 9.9 

1, 279 

10, 323 

1, 422 

4,923 

3, 687 

2, 139 

177 

9, 315 

4,622 

4, 693 

236 

1 

10.0 to 24.9 

1, 254 

21, 789 

2,906 

10, 695 

7,517 

4,032 

381 

19,697 

9,455 

10, 241 

458 

16 

25.0 to 49.9 

472 

18, 007 

2,431 

8,895 

6,001 

3, 056 

309 

16, 254 

7, 934 

8, 320 

372 

28 

50.0 to 99.9 

230 

17, 315 

2,486 

8, 635 

5,594 

2,888 

288 

15, 647 

7, 761 

7, 886 

372 

29 

100.0 to 499.9 

226 

51, 542 

9, 339 

26, 317 

14, 143 

6,952 

838 

46, 118 

25, 874 

20, 244 

1, 104 

147 

Over 500.0 

70 

140, 055 

27, 389 

75, 250 

31, 173 

14,204 

1, 816 

120, 485 

65, 305 

55, 181 

2, 707 

1,014 

1966 













Total 

4, 799 

235, 996 

41, 690 

128, 609 

57, 668 

30, 355 

3,451 

206, 456 

112, 377 

94, 079 

5, 138 

1, 161 

Banks with deposits of — 













Less than $1.0 

45 

42 

9 

17 

14 

1 11 

1 

35 

27 

8 

1 2 

0 

1 .0 to 1 .9 

244 

436 

78 

194 

156 

122 

8 

376 

227 

149 

17 

! 0 

2.0 to 4.9 

1, 152 

4, 531 

695 

2, 162 

1, 562 

1, 065 

1 78 

4, 015 

2, 206 

1,812 

1 137 

1 1 

5.0 to 9.9 

1, 299 

10, 340 

1,481 

4,940 

3, 633 

2, 191 

174 

9, 305 

4, 772 

4, 533 

, 252 

j 2 

10.0 to 24.9 

1, 172 

20, 290 

2, 797 

10, 121 

6, 738 

3, 781 

357 

18, 341 

9, 065 

9, 276 

' 446 

16 

25.0 to 49.9 

416 

15, 912 

2,267 

8, 015 

5, 081 

2, 752 

274 

14, 318 

7, 267 

7, 051 

357 

1 24 

50.0 to 99.9 

205 

15, 632 

2, 345 

8, 094 

4, 688 

2, 538 

253 

14, 096 

7, 152 

6, 941 

350 

27 

100.0 to 499.9 

201 

46, 019 

8, 733 

1 24, 247 

1 1, 552 

6, 141 

729 

41, 135 

23, 738 

17, 397 

1, 015 

1 134 

Over 500.0 

65 

122, 794 

23, 285 

1 

70, 819 

24, 244 

11, 754 

1 

1, 577 

104, 838 

57, 926 

46, 912 

2, 562 

957 


Surplus, 

undivided 

profits, 

and 

reserves 


$13, 128 


3 
31 
286 
620 
1, 198 
906 
812 
2,496 
6,777 


12, 160 


4 

39 
326 
644 
1, 132 
818 
770 
2,283 
6, 144 


>foTB : Data may not add to totals because of roundingf. 
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Table B-I9 

Dates of reports of condition of National banks^ 1924-67 
[For dates of previous calls, see Annual Report for 1920, vol. 2, tabic No. 42, p. 150] 


Tear 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

! 

May 

June 

Jtdy 

Aug. 

Sept. 

Oet. 

Noo. 

Dee. 

514 

13 

4 



30 



12 

31 


31 

:915 

4 


1 

23 



2 


10 

31 

:si6 

7 


1 

30 



12 


17 

27 

1917 

i 5 


1 

20 



11 


20 

31 

:si8 

i 4 


10 

1 29 


31 



1 

31 

1919 

4 


12 

30 



12 


17 

31 

1920 

28 



4 

30 i 


8 


15 

29 

091 

21 


28 

30 


6 



31 

1922 

10 



30 


15 



29 

1923 


3 

30 


14 



31 

1924 

31 


30 



10 


31 

1925 


6 . 

30 

28 



31 

1926 


12 

30 




31 

1927 

23 


30 


10 

31 

1928 

28 



30 


3 

31 

1929 

27 


29 


4 

31 

1930 

27 


30 

24 


31 

19'31 

25 


30 

29 


31 

1932 



30 

30 


31 

1933 



30 


25 

30 

1934 

5 


30 


17 

31 

1935 

4 


29 


1 

31 

1936 

4 


30 



31 

1937 

31 


30 



31 

!938 

7 


30 

28 


31 

1939 

29 


30 


2 

30 

1940 

26 


29 



31 

1941 


4 

30 

24 


31 

1942 


4 . . . 

30 



31 

1943 



30 ■ 

i 

18 

31 

1944 


13 

30 

! 



30 

1945 

20 


30 


i 



31 

1946 



29 



30 



31 

1947 



30 




6 


31 

Iti48 



12 


30 






31 

*949 




11 


30 





1 

31 

1950 




24 


30 




4 


30 

1951 




9 


30 




10 


31 

1952 



31 



30 



5 



31 

1953 




20 


30 



30 



31 

1954 




15 


30 




7 


31 





11 


30 




5 


31 

1956 




10 


30 



26 



31 

1957 



i4 



6 




ii 


31 

1958 



4 



23 



24 



31 

1959 



12 



10 




6 


31 

1960 



15 



15 




3 


31 

1961 




12 


30 



27 



30 

1962 



26 



30 



28 



28 

1963 



18 



29 



30 



20 

1964 




15 


30 




1 


31 

1965 




26 


30 




13 


31 

1966 




5 


30 



20 



31 

1967 




25 


30 




4 


30 
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Notes 

Act of Feb. 25, 1863, provided for reports of condition on 
the Ist of each quarter before commencement of business. 

Act of June 3, 1864— 1st Monday of January, April, July, 
and October, before commencement of business, on form pre- 
scribed by Comptroller (in addition to reports on Ist Tues- 
day of each month showing condition at commencement of 
business in respect to certain items; i.e., loans, specie, deposits, 
and circulation) . 

Act of Mar. 3, 1869, not less than 5 reports per year, on 
form prescribed by Comptroller, at close of business on any 
past date by him specified. 

Act of Dec. 28, 1922, minimum number of calls reduced 
from 5 to 3 per year. 

Act of Feb. 25, 1927, authorized a vice president or an 
assistant cashier designated by the board of directors to verify 
reports of condition in absence of president and cashier. 

Act of June 16, 1933, requires each National bank to 
furnish and publish not less than 3 reports each year of 
a£51iates other than member banks, as of dates identical with 
those for which the Comptroller shall during such year 
require reports of condition of the bank. The report of each 
affiliate shall contain such informadon as in the judgment of 
the Comptroller shall be necessary to disclose fi^y the rela- 
tions between the affiliate and the bank and to enable the 
Comptroller to inform himself as to the effect of such rela- 
tions upon the affairs of the bank. 

Sec. 21(a) of the Banking Act of 1933 provided, in part, 
that after June 16, 1934, it would be unlawful for any private 
bank not under State supervision to continue the transaction 


of business vmless it submitted to periodic examination by 
the Comptroller of the Currency or the Federal Reserve bank 
of the district, and made and published periodic reports of 
conditions the same as required of National banks under 
sec. 5211, U.S.R.S. Sec. 21(a) oi the Banking Act of 1933, 
however, was amended by sec. 303 of the Baling Act of 
1935, approved Aug. 23, 1935, under the provisions of wHch 
private banks are no longer required to submit to examina- 
tion by the Comptroller or Federal Reserve bank, nor are they 
required to make to the Comptroller and publish periodic 
reports of condition. (Five calls for reports of conffition of 
private banks were made by the Comptroller, the first one 
for June 30, 1934, and the last one for June 29, 1935.) 

Sec. 7(a) (3) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (Title 
12, U.S.G., sec. 1817(a) ) of July 14, 1960, provides, in part 
that, effective Jan. 1, 1961, each insured National bank shall 
make to the Comptroller of the Currency 4 reports of condi- 
tion annually upon dates to be selected by the Comptroller, 
the Chairman of the Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System, and the Chairman of the Board of Directors of 
the Federal Deposit Insurtmce Corporation, or a majority 
thereof. Two dates shall be selected within the semiannual 
period of January to June, inclusive, and 2 within the semi- 
annual period of July to December, inclusive. Sec. 161 of 
Title 12 also provides that the Comptroller of the Currency 
may call for additional reports of condition, in such form and 
containing such information as he may prescribe, on dates to 
be fixed by him, and may call for speciid repK>rts from any pai^ 
ticular association whenever in his judgment the same are 
necessary for use in the performance of his supervisory duties. 
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Table B-20 


Total and principd assets of Nationod banks, by States, June 30, 2967 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Number 

banks 

Total 

assets 

Cash 

assets* 

US. 

Govern- 

ment 

obliga- 

tionsy 

rut 

State 
and loctd 
securitiesy 
net 

Other 

bondSy 

notes, 

net\ 

Ijoans 

and 

discounts 

rut 

Federal 

funds 

sold 

Direct 

lease 

financing 

United States 

4,780 

$242, 039 

$39, 462 

$29,544 

$27, 660 

$5,409 

$130,082 

$2, 643 

$360 

Alabama 

87 

2,714 

454 

424 

338 

87 

1,344 

10 



Alaiska 

5 

289 

41 

46 

30 

8 

152 

0 

0 

Arizona 

4 

1,964 

229 

187 

171 

62 

1,217 

13 

1 

Arkansas 

67 

1,215 

215 

160 

157 

31 

609 

13 

— 

California 

86 

30, 485 

4,172 

2,807 

4,002 

799 

17,277 

161 

135 

Colorado 

118 

2,511 

427 

316 

236 

34 

1,401 

16 

4 

Connecticut 

30 

2,210 

347 

180 

327 

49 

1,226 

12 

1 

Delaware 

5 

28 

3 

8 

— 

2 

14 



0 

District of Columbia 

9 

1,778 

314 

375 

96 

23 

864 

69 

0 

Florida 

200 

6,224 

1,132 

990 

717 

252 

2,841 

88 

1 

Georgia 

60 

3,266 

588 

305 

320 

82 

1,821 

30 

10 

Hawaii 

2 

471 

77 

51 

58 

18 

247 

0 

1 

Idaho 

9 

747 

89 

89 

93 

16 

441 

— 

— 

Illinois 

423 

21, 007 

3,050 

3, 127 

2,241 

577 

11, 174 

275 

53 

Indiana 

123 

5,337 

967 

902 

492 

141 

2,575 

157 

7 

Iowa 

102 

1,720 

340 

262 

166 

54 

856 

11 

1 

Kansas 

171 

2, 123 

342 

387 

248 

80 

1, 007 

25 

— 

Kentucky 

80 

1, 670 

286 

280 

190 

26 

825 

30 

1 

ILiOutsiana 

47 

3,079 

576 

504 

344 

52 

1,488 

48 

1 

Maine 

21 

507 

65 

58 

73 

9 

284 

5 

0 

Maryland 

48 

2, 199 

407 

260 

214 

49 

1, 175 

53 

2 

Massachusetts 

90 

6,537 

1,223 

565 

756 

60 

3,619 

113 

5 

Michigan 

98 

9,719 

1, 362 

1, 410 

1, 103 

241 

5, 358 

28 

9 

Minnesota 

195 

4,929 

849 

607 

551 

132 

2, 675 

15 

5 

Missisippi 

36 

1, 168 

205 

155 

137 

23 

604 

10 

— 

Missouri 

98 

4,459 

873 

560 

469 

86 

2,319 

58 

12 

Montana 

49 

698 

90 

114 

79 

12 

378 

4 

— 

Nebraska 

127 

1,882 

333 

234 

178 

93 

965 

18 

1 

Nevada 

3 

515 

71 

73 

66 

17 

262 

1 

— 

New Hampshire 

52 

552 

78 

60 

52 

3 

337 

12 

0 

New Jersey 

146 

7,620 

907 

977 

1, 203 

165 

i 4,115 

92 

2 

New Mexico 

34 

782 

124 

125 

75 

18 

i 386 

31 

1 — 

New York 

186 

39, 045 

7,607 

3,469 

3,717 

530 

21,623 

485 

j 53 

North Carolina 

24 

2, 227 

403 

180 

300 

56 

1,214 

7 

I — 

North Dakota 

42 

597 

69 

107 

69 

16 

316 

3 

0 

Ohio 

224 I 

10,805 

1,465 

1,602 

1,483 

271 

5,649 

131 

16 

Oklahoma 

220 

3,585 

687 

565 

397 

117 

1,680 

63 

4 

Oregon 

12 

2,981 

455 

347 

343 

52 

1,675 

2 

1 4 

Pennsylvania 

343 

15,957 

2, 136 

1,978 

2, 147 

278 

8,862 

219 

19 

Rhode Island 

4 

889 

108 

64 

143 

7 

550 

1 

0 

South Carolina 

26 

I, 092 

207 

151 

95 

22 

572 

16 

0 

South Dakota 

34 

673 

84 

, 128 

58 

i 15 

369 

1 

— 

Tennessee 

77 

4, 118 

757 

565 

' 423 

66 

2, 168 

37 

0 

Texas 

546 

15,493 

3,069 

1,906 

I 1, 701 

389 

7,772 

186 

1 

Utah 

13 

787 

128 

62 

123 

14 

432 

9 

2 

Vermont 

27 

350 

33 

42 

! 40 

6 

217 

5 

0 

Virginia 

114 

3, 830 

531 

508 

i 436 

81 

2, 165 

20 

1 

Wa^ngton 

28 

4, 145 

708 

430 

453 

75 

2,331 

19 

3 

West Virginia 

80 

1, 154 

157 

281 

1 124 

25 

519 

23 

2 

Wisconsin 

114 

3,402 

1 557 

465 

377 

75 

1,826 

17 

3 

Wyoming 

40 

454 

61 

85 

40 

12 

241 

1 


Virgin I^ands 


48 

L_ ' 

13 

7 

— 

24 

0 

0 

District of Columbian-all | 

14 

2,691 

449 

543 

' 160 

32 

1,377 

79 

0 


"^Cash, balances with other banks, and cash items in process of collection, 
f Effective June 30, 1967, includes stock of Federal Reserve and other corporate stock. 

^ndudn Nalkuiai and nwi-National banks in the District of Coliiiniiia, all of whir.li are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B-21 

Total and principai liabilities of National banks, by States, June 30, 1967 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Total 

Total 

Demand 

Time and 

Demand 

Time 

Federal 


liabilities 

deposits 

deposiu. 

saoir^s de- 

deposits. 

deposits. 

funds 



total 

posits, total 

IPC* . 

IPC 

purchased 

United States 

$222,941 

$211,098 

$107, 595 

1 

$103, 503 

$80, 208 

$90, 488 

1 $3, 140 

Alabama 

2,487 

2,429 

1,404 

1, 025 

1,045 

963 


Alflnka 

271 

268 

138 

130 

108 

82 

0 

Arizona 

1,824 

1,717 

742 

975 

596 

919 

60 

Arkansas 

1 1,112 

1,088 

655 

433 

487 

402 ’ 

! 5 

California 

28, 520 

27, 241 

10,591 

16,650 

8,796 

13,831 

181 

Colorado 

2,312 

2,255 

1, 142 

1, 113 

894 

996 

17 

Connecticut 

2,036 

1,950 

1,078 

872 

946 

777 

3 

Delaware 

26 

26 

12 

14 

11 

14 

0 

District of Columbia 

1, 651 

1,611 

968 

643 

856 

633 

12 

IFlorida 

5, 737 

5,581 

3,033 

2,548 

2,269 

2, 250 

33 

Georgia 

2,982 

2,833 

1,733 

1, 100 

1,240 

978 

53 

Haw^ 

421 

414 

209 

205 

159 

168 

0 

.Idaho 

695 

683 

333 

350 

252 

349 

0 

Illinois 

19, 385 

18, 300 

9,290 

9,010 

6,932 

7,950 

280 

Indiana 

4,945 

4,687 

2,560 

2, 127 

1, 788 

1,935 

98 

Iowa 

1,586 

1,546 

894 

652 

630 

621 

18 

Kansas 

1,926 

1,900 

1, 161 

739 

747 

686 

5 

Kentucky 

1, 527 

1,504 

904 

600 

735 

565 

1 

ILouisiana 

2,807 

2,755 

1,710 

1,045 

1, 215 

881 

9 

Maine 

459 

439 

235 

204 

209 

194 

3 

Maryland 

2,026 

1,945 

1,173 

772 

912 

729 

26 

Massachusetts 

5,974 

5,635 

3,683 

1,952 

2,741 

1,718 

69 

Michigan 

9,104 

8,822 

3,563 

5,259 

2,787 

4,622 

88 

Minnesota 

4,553 

4,358 

2,168 

2,190 

1,474 

2,018 

107 

Mississippi 

1,070 

1,021 

644 

377 

408 

362 

26 

Missouri 

4,060 

3,877 

2,375 

1,502 

' 1,634 

1,357 , 

, 108 

Montana 

648 

623 

293 

330 

i 228 , 

308 

i 7 

Nebraska 

1,721 

1,669 ; 

1,024 

645 

732 1 

I 630 1 

33 

Nevada 

474 

465 ; 

233 

232 

166 i 

221 ^ 

1 

New Hampshire 

499 

474 

287 

187 

242 

172 

2 

New Jersey 

7, 053 

6,807 

3, 115 

3,692 

2,614 

3,549 

40 

New Mexico 

722 

705 

400 

305 

298 

249 


New York 

35, 785 

31,495 

17,430 

14, 065 

11,192 

11,220 

959 

North Carolina 

2,059 

1, 956 

> 1, 081 

875 

838 

721 

29 

North Dakota 

554 

543 

241 

302 

197 

282 

— 

Ohio 

9,946 

9,586 

4,406 

5, 180 

3,463 

4,759 

98 

Oklahoma 

3,253 

3. 185 

1,878 

1,307 

1,344 

1, 174 

24 

Oregon 

2,779 

2,680 

1, 118 

1,562 

920 

1,281 

25 

Pennsylvania 

14, 455 

13,842 

6,267 

7,575 

5,097 

6,874 

207 

Rhode Islcind 

827 

782 

282 

500 

2!7 

469 

22 

South Carolina 

1,000 

952 

735 

217 

605 

198 

7 

South Dakota 

' 623 

609 

285 

324 

216 

295 

3 

Tennessee 

* 3, 782 

3,641 

2,034 

1, 607 

1,349 

1, 379 

22 

Texas 

14, 181 

13,594 

8,020 

5,574 

5,798 

4,608 

301 

Utah 

1 728 

706 

296 

410 

224 

339 

9 

Vermont 

322 

! 314 

114 

200 

100 

194 

0 

Virginia 

3, 519 

3,397 

1,576 

1,821 

1,283 

1,706 

31 

Washington 

3,854 

3,661 

1,874 

1,787 

1,515 

1,765 

88 

West Virginia 

1,043 

1,019 

542 

477 

409 

473 

t 

Wisconsin 

3, 158 

3,057 

1,459 

1, 598 

1, 141 

1,407 

23 

Wyoming 

414 

403 

189 

214 

139 

197 

t ^ 

Virgin Iriands 

45 

44 

19 

25 

9 

15 

1 « 

District of Columbia — allf 

2,486 

2,420 

1,439 

981 

1,289 

960 

14 

i 


*IPC deposits are those of individuals, partnerships, and corporations. 

flndudes National and non>-National banks in the District of CohxmlHa, all of which are supervised by die CuuipUullcr of the 
Currency. 

Note : Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B-22 


Capital accounts of National bankSy by StateSy June 30y 1967 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Total capital 
accounts 

Debentures 

Prejerred 

stock 

Common 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 

profits 

Reserves 

United States 

$19, 098 

$1,227 

$30 

$5, 252 

$8, 465 

$3, 539 

$585 

Alabama 

227 

0 

0 

71 

93 

51 

12 

Alaska 

18 

— 

0 

5 

5 

7 

1 

Arizona 

140 

26 

0 

33 

58 

21 

2 

Arkansas 

103 

1 

0 

31 

43 

26 

2 

California 

1,965 

144 

0 

522 

846 

431 

22 

ColOTado 

199 ! 

4 

— ; 

63 

91 

40 

1 

Connecticut 

174 

11 ! 

0 

46 

92 

24 

1 

Delaware 

2 1 

0 i 

0 1 

1 

1 

__ 

— 

District of Columbia 

127 i 

0 

0 

35 

65 

26 

1 

Florida 

487 

23 

0 1 

184 

199 

67 

14 

Georgia 

284 

57 

0 

61 

103 

37 

26 

Hawaii 

50 

12 

0 

9 

18 

9 

2 

Idaho 

52 

0 

0 

16 

28 

8 

— 

Illinois 

1,622 

11 

— 

537 

771 

250 

53 

Indiana 

392 

13 

0 

94 

182 

94 

9 

Iowa 

134 

0 

0 

36 

59 

37 

2 

Kansas 

197 

2 

— 

57 

88 

47 

3 

Kentucky 

143 

0 

0 

31 

74 

35 

3 

Louisiana 

272 

8 

3 

62 

155 

43 

1 

Maine 

48 

0 

0 

18 

18 

11 

1 

Maryland 

173 

2 

0 

46 

80 

40 

5 

Massachusetts 

563 

10 

0 

151 

298 

99 

5 


615 

47 

3 

160 

264 

109 

32 

Minnesota 

376 

16 

0 

119 

154 

82 

5 

Mississippi 

98 

6 

0 

25 

61 

5 

1 

Missouri 

399 

26 

0 

108 

158 

98 

9 

Montana 

50 

1 

0 

19 

19 

11 

— 

Nebraska 

161 

3 

— 

43 

62 

49 

4 

Nevada 

41 

0 

0 

17 

16 

5 

3 

New Hampshire. 

53 

" 

0 

10 

29 

13 


New Jersey 

567 

28 



160 

263 

105 

11 

New Mexico 

60 

0 

0 

20 

20 

9 

11 

New York 

3,260 

574 

20 

810 

1,222 

435 

199 

North Carolina 

168 

15 

0 

39 

85 

26 

3 

North Dakota 

43 

1 

0 

14 

17 

11 

— 

Ohio 

859 

27 

0 

236 

423 

169 

4 

Oklahoma 

332 

18 

— 

92 

132 

86 

4 

Oregon 

202 

0 

0 

71 

78 

48 

5 

Pennsylvania 

I, 502 

61 

1 

306 

787 

284 

63 

Rhode Island 

62 

1 

0 

16 

31 

14 

0 

South Carolina 

1 

92 

; 0 

1 

23 

50 

18 

1 

South Dakota 

50 

— 

0 

16 

21 

12 

1 

Tennessee j 

336 

19 

' 0 

84 

156 

69 

8 

Texas - . ; 

1, 312 

' 52 

0 

435 

547 

240 

38 

Utah 

59 

0 

0 

19 

30 

10 

0 

Vermont 

28 


1 

8 

11 

7 

1 

Virginia 

311 

! 2 

0 

97 

152 

59 

1 

Washin^on 

291 

1 0 

0 

85 

126 

78 

2 

West Virginia 

111 

0 

0 

24 

56 

26 

5 

Wisconsin. 

244 

3 

0 

79 

109 

45 

8 

Wyoming 

1 40 

1 

0 

6 

20 

12 

1 

Virgin Islands 

I 3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

— 

District of Columbia — all* .... 

205 j 

13 

0 

48 

100 

43 

1 


^Includes National and non>National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency, 


Note : Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B— 23 


Total and principal assets of National banks, by States, Dec, 30, 1967 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



r 

Number 
of banks 

II 

Cash 

assets* 

f/.S. Goo-, 
errment 
obligations, 

na 

State 
and local 
securities, 
net 

Otfw 

securities, 

net 

Loans and 
discounts, 
net 

Federal 

funds 

toU\ 

Direct 

lease 

financing 

! 

United States 

4,758 1 

1 

$263, 375 ' 

$46, 634 

$34,308 ! 

$29,002 

$6,346 

, $136, 753 

$2, 562 

$412 

Alabama 

88 

2,951 i 

541 

466 

369 

89 

1,409 

16 



Alaska 

5 

317 ; 

45 

57 

35 

9 

156 

3 

0 

Arizona 

4 

2,087 i 

291 

230 

192 

38 

1,246 

7 

1 

Arkansas 

67 

1,356 

271 

194 

171 

44 

639 

4 

— 

California 

80 

32, 233 

5,037 

3,202 

3,482 

796 

18,177 

277 

162 

Colorado 

118 

2,786 

1 545 

380 

255 

38 

1,466 

19 

4 

Connecticut 

30 

2,339 

371 

179 

347 

39 

1,302 

25 

1 

Delaware 

5 

30 

4 

9 

0 

1 

14 

1 

0 

District of Columbia 

9 

1,900 

354 

436 

97 

27 

891 

57 

0 

Florida 

200 

7,100 

1,467 

1, 167 

761 

313 

3,062 

118 

1 

Georgia 

61 

3, 513 

747 

337 

316 

85 

1,882 

8 

10 

Hawaii 

2 

484 

54 

56 

72 

20 

257 

2 

1 

Idaho 

9 

828 

112 

121 

102 

11 

459 

4 

— 

Illinois 

422 

22,553 

3,618 

3, 287 

2,341 

892 

11,546 

216 

61 

Indiana 

123 

5,677 

1,157 

997 

498 

142 

2,672 

98 

6 

Iowa 

102 

1,923 

421 

304 

183 

73 

896 

lOj 

1 

Kansas 

171 

2,341 

411 

440 

272 

110 

1,044 

25 

— 

Kentucky 

80 

1,891 

347 

330 

209 

31 

886 

55 

1 

Louisiana 

47 

3,405 

738 

568 

360 

54 

1,567 

50 

1 

Maine 

21 

535 

78 

71 

71 

6 

292 

4 

0 

Maryland 

48 

2,311 

413 

294 

272 

42 

1, 189 

50 

2 

Massachusetts 

89 

7,196 

1,466 

797 

775 

66 

3,797 

67 

5 

Michigan 

98 

10,482 

1,582 

1,469 

1,099 

245 

5,809 

47 

11 

Minn^ta 

195 

5,396 

'988 

698 

603 

168 

2,826 

13 

5 

Mississippi 

36 

1,261 

211 

177 

156 

26 

652 

4 

— 

Missouri 

98 

5,023 

1,117 

697 

497 

166 

2,380 

60 

14 

Montana 

48 

754 

101 

139 

89 

18 

379 

7 

— 

Nebraska 

127 

2,103 

436 

261 

195 

108 

1,054 

8 

— 

Nevada 

3 

531 

72 

76 

69 

13 

276 

1 

— 

New Hampshire 

52 

602 

87 

97 

48 

4 

337 

17 

0 

New Jersey 

144 

8,269 

1,012 

1,142 

1,322 

214 

4,338 

69 

2 

New Mexico 

34 

824 

138 

139 

90 

17 

392 

24 

— 

New York 

184 

42,964 

8,665 

4,340 

4,202 

611 

23,021 

392 

62 

North Carolina 

25 

2,567 

494 

262 

309 

68 

1, 358 

7 

1 

Nc«th Dakota 

42 

660 

79 

132 

79 

27 

324 

2 

0 

Ohio 

223 

11,714 

1,767 

1,988 

1,560 

238 

5,798 

151 

16 

Oklahoma 

220 

4, no 

910 

626 

453 

152 

1,832 

58 

4 

Oregon. 

12 

3, 195 

489 

416 

352 

86 

1, 742 

2 

4 

Pennsylvania 

336 

17, 091 

2,420 

2,351 

2,322 

334 

9,061 

219 

20 

Rhode Island 

4 

957 

98 

90 

175 

7 

566 

0 

0 

South Carolina 

26 

1,216 

238 

162 

108 

28 

623 

26 

0 

South Dakota 

35 

742 

97 

151 

68 

23 

382 

2 

— 

Tennessee 

77 

4,521 

916 

617 

428 

67 

2,319 

43 

— 

Texas 

542 

17, 202 

3, 775 

2, 190 

1, 824 

466 

8,266 

164 

1 

Utah 

12 

825 

133 

73 

119 

14 

460 

4 

3 

Vermont 

27 

372 

37 

53 

34 

7 

230 

4 

0 

Virginia 

113 

4,212 

592 

562 

467 

98 

2,333 

63 

1 

Washington 

27 

4,522 

763 

521 

543 

81 

2,452 

14 

3 

West Virginia 

80 

1,230 

178 

299 

137 

34 

537 

18 

2 

Wisconsin 

116 

3,721 

656 

554 

424 

88 

1, 887 

23 

4 

Wyoming 

40 

504 

89 

101 

43 

12 

243 

1 

— 

Virgin Islands 

1 

49 

9 

3 

9 

— 

27 

0 

0 

District of Columbia — allj. . . 

14 

2,869 

514 

605 

175 

37 

1,413 

69 

0 


♦Ceish, balances with other banks, and cash items in process of collection, 
f Includes securities purchased under Eigrecmcnts to resell. 

iincludes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, ail of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

Note : Data may not add to totals becaiise of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B-24 

Total and principal liabilities of National banks, by States, Dec, 30, 1967 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Total 

liabilities 

Total 

deposits 

ill 

Time and 
savings de~ 
posits, total 

Demasid 

deposits, 

IPC* 

Time 

deposits, 

IK 

Federal 

ftmds 

pvrehased^ 

United States 

$243, 645 

$231, 374 

$123, 038 

$108, 336 

$92, 686 

$95, 104 

$3, 182 

Alabama 

2,718 

2,648 

1, 541 

1, 107 

1, 129 

1, 027 

7 

Alaska 

298 

295 

153 

142 

125 

88 

0 

Arizona 

I, 947 

1,827 

792 

1,035 

647 

965 

74 

Arkansas 

1,245 

1,218 

761 

457 

573 

421 

6 

California 

30, 223 

28, 732 

11, 946 

16, 786 

10, 023 

13, 932 

394 

Colorado 

2, 580 

2, 530 

1, 380 

1, 150 

1,092 

1,053 

8 

Connecticut 

2, 160 

2, 070 

1, 186 

884 

1,050 

798 

— 

Delaware 

28 

27 

13 

14 

12 

15 

0 

District of Columbia 

1, 769 

1,727 

1,062 

665 

913 

654 

9 

Florida 

6,595 

6,413 

3, 696 

2, 717 

2,617 

2,414 

43 

Georgia 

3,215 

3, 107 

1,953 

1, 154 

1,406 

1,040 

24 

Hawaii 

433 

428 

211 

217 

164 

173 

0 

Idaho 

775 

760 

382 

378 

287 

378 

0 

Illinois 

20, 799 

19, 729 

10, 269 

9, 460 

7, 867 

8,288 

328 

Indiana 

5,269 

5,020 

2,872 

2,148 

2,031 

1, 996 

93 

Iowa 

1,783 

1, 753 

1,037 

716 

735 

664 

2 

Kansas 

2, 138 

2, 111 

1,291 

820 

855 

724 

4 

Kentucky 

1, 743 

1,715 

1,075 

640 

879 

604 

4 

Louisiana 

3, 125 

3, 061 

1,972 

1,089 

1,414 

918 

16 

Maine 

486 

469 

262 

207 

220 

200 

— 

Mcuryland 

2, 134 

2,052 

1, 252 

800 

996 

758 

24 

Massachusetts. 

6, 585 

6, 153 

4, 135 

2, 018 

3, 082 

1,810 

105 

Michigan 

9, 854 

9,550 

4,024 

5,534 

3, 220 

4,894 

101 

Minnesota 

5, 013 

4,844 

2, 528 

2,316 

1,758 

2, 152 

71 

Mississippi 

1, I6I 

1,099 

703 

396 

475 

377 

36 

Missouri 

4, 611 

4,436 

2,849 

1, 587 

1,860 

1,459 

97 

Montana 

702 

680 

334 

346 

263 

324 

2 

Nebraska 

1, 937 

1,886 ' 

1, 194 

692 

837 

677 

27 

Nevada 

489 

478 

235 

243 

180 

230 

1 

New Hampshire 

547 

515 I 

322 

193 

257 

186 

2 

New Jersey 

7, 683 

7, 430 : 

3,582 

3,848 ; 

2,943 

3, 692 

23 

New Mexico ■ 

762 

746 

432 

314 

336 

263 

1 

New York 

39, 628 

35,428 1 

20,280 

15, 148 

13, 588 

12, 243 

855 

North Carolina 

2, 392 

2,257 ; 

1, 285 

972 

1,000 

799 

50 

North Dakota. 

615 

601 

268 

333 

228 

315 

1 

Ohio 

10,831 

10,468 

5, 072 

5, 396 

4,044 

4,987 

63 

Oklahoma 

3, 768 

3,654 

2,280 

1,374 

1,714 

1, 247 

60 

Oregon 

2, 989 

2, 886 

1,239 

1,647 

1,047 

1, 351 

34 

Pennsylvania 

15, 559 

14, 893 

6,942 

7,951 

5, 775 

7, 182 

213 

Rhode Island 

886 

837 

311 

526 

250 

481 

23 

South Carolina 

1, 122 

1,066 

840 

226 

683 

208 

3 

South Dakota 

689 

674 

325 

349 i 

263 

318 

— 

Tennessee 

4, 173 

3, 971 

2, 352 

1,619 

1,493 

1,440 

43 

Texas 

15,866 i 

15, 254 

9, 452 

5, 802 

6,821 

4,862 

261 

Utah 

764 

737 

323 

414 

243 

345 

15 

Vermont 

344 

335 

123 

212 

105 

205 

— 

Virginia 

3, 894 

3, 770 

1, 831 

1,939 

! 1, 468 

1,817 

18 

Washington 

4, 222 

4, 061 

2, 109 

1 1, 952 

1 1, 751 

1,920 

30 

West Virginia 

1, 116 

1,084 

586 

1 498 

438 

493 

5 

Wisconsin 

3, 469 

3,383 

1,729 

1,654 

1,355 

1,499 

— 

Wyoming 

463 

455 

231 

224 

166 

204 

0 

Virgin Islands 

46 

43 

16 

27 

11 

16 

2 

District of Columbia — allt .... 

2, 658 

2, 591 

1,578 

1,013 

1, 373 

987 

13 


*IPC deposits are those of individuals, partnerships, and corporations, 
f Includes securities sold under agreements to repurchase. 

iincludes National and non-National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency, 

Note : Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B-25 


Capital accounts of National banks^ by States^ Dec. 30, 1967 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Total capital 
accounts 

Debentures 

Preferred 

stock 

Comnum 

stock 

Surplus 

1 Undmded 
profits 

Reserves 

United States 

$19, 730 

$1,235 

$55 

$5, 312 

$8, 832 

$3,549 

$747 

Alabama 

233 

0 

0 

72 

95 

54 

12 

Alaska 

19 

— 

0 

6 

7 

5 

1 

Arizona 

140 

25 

0 

33 

58 

22 

2 

Arkansas 

111 

5 

0 

31 

45 

26 

4 

California 

2, 010 

139 

0 

518 

941 

383 

29 

Colorado 

206 

4 

— 

64 

93 

44 

1 

Connecticut 

179 

11 

0 

47 

93 

27 

1 

Delaware 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

— 

— 

District of Columbia 

131 

1 

0 

36 

69 

25 

— 

Florida 

505 

25 

0 

190 

204 

71 

15 

Georgia 

298 

60 

0 

61 

105 

42 

30 

Hawaii 

51 

12 

0 

9 

18 

10 

2 

Idaho 

53 

0 

0 

16 

29 

8 

— 

Illinois 

1, 754 

12 

3 

541 

782 

211 

139 

Indiana 

407 

13 

0 

95 

186 

105 

8 

Iowa 

140 

0 

0 

37 

62 

37 

4 

Kansas 

203 

3 

— 

57 

90 

50 

3 

Kentucky 

148 

0 

0 

32 

75 

37 

4 

Lomsiana 

280 

8 

3 

64 

159 

45 

1 

Maine 

49 

0 

0 

18 

18 

12 

1 

Maryland 

177 

2 

0 

46 

80 

43 

6 

Mas^ebusetts 

611 

12 

0 

151 

320 

94 

34 

Michigan 

628 

46 

3 

161 

283 

95 

40 

Minnesota 

383 


0 

121 

154 

86 

6 

Mississippi 

100 

6 

0 

26 

66 

1 

1 

Missouri 

412 

26 

0 

108 

164 

104 

10 

Montana 

52 

1 

0 

19 

19 

13 

— 

Nebraska 

166 

3 

— 

44 

63 

52 

4 

Nevada 

42 

0 

0 

17 

17 

6 

2 

New Hampshire 

55 


0 

10 

30 

13 

2 

New Jersey 

586 

28 



164 

279 

103 

12 

New Mexico 

62 

1 

0 

20 

20 

9 

12 

New York 

3,336 

571 

41 

817 

1,298 

406 

203 

North Carolina 

175 

15 

0 

43 

89 

25 

3 

North Dakota 

45 

1 

0 

14 

18 

11 

1 

Ohio 

883 

27 

0 

239 

452 

160 

5 

Oklahoma 

342 

20 

— 

93 

133 

93 

3 

Chegon 

206 

0 

0 

71 

78 

52 

5 

Pennsylvania 

1,532 

61 

1 

308 

806 

295 

61 

Rhode Island 

71 

— 

0 

18 

32 

14 

7 

South Carolina 

94 

0 



23 

51 

19 

1 

South Dakota 

53 


0 

17 

22 

13 


Tennessee 

348 

19 

0 

89 

158 

73 

9 

Texas 

1,336 

54 

2 

442 

559 

237 

42 

Utah 

61 

0 

0 

19 

32 

10 

0 

Vermont 

28 


1 

8 

11 

8 

— . 

Virginia 

318 

2 

0 

98 

154 

63 

1 

Wa^ngton 

300 

0 

0 

86 

127 

84 

3 

West \^ginia 

114 

0 

0 

25 

58 

26 

5 

Wisconsin 

252 

3 

0 

81 

112 

48 

8 

Wyoming 

41 

1 

0 

6 

20 

13 

1 

\%‘gin Islands 

3 

0 

0 

— 

2 

1 

— 

District of Columbia — ^all* .... 

211 

13 

0 

49 

104 

43 

2 


^Tnr.liiHra Nnrinnal find no&*^aticcal banks in the Dk^ct of CobissMsii all of which arc supervised by the Oomphe^ci of 
the Currency. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts less than $500,000. 
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Table B-26 


lj)ans and discounts of National banks^ by States^ Dec, 30^ 1967 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Loans 

and 

discounts, 

net 

Reserves 

Loans 

and 

discounts, 

gross 

Loans 
secured 
by real 
estate 

Loans 
to finan- 
cial insti- 
tutions 

Loans 
to pur- 
chase 
or carry 
securities 

Loans 

to 

farmers 

Commer- 
cial and 
individual 
loans 

Personal 
loans to 
individ- 
uals 

Other 

loans 

United States 

$136, 753 

92, 841 

$139, 594 

$32,944 

$8, 574 

$4,700 

$4, 591 

$55, 163 

$29, 974 

$3,648 

Alabama 

1,409 

34 

1, 443 

237 

72 

21 

36 

476 

524 

77 

Alaska 

156 

5 

161 

71 

— 

— 

— 

56 

33 

1 

Arizona 

1,246 

16 

1,262 

313 

36 

8 

173 

418 


4 

Arkansas 

639 

11 

650 

164 

19 

13 

48 

198 


8 

California 

18, 177 

321 

18,498 

5,720 

906 

227 

603 

7,292 

3,444 


Colorado 

1, 466 

24 

1,490 

294 

98 

34 

200 

440 


18 

Connecticut 

1,302 

25 

1,327 

434 

44 

18 

3 

393 

386 

49 

Delaware 

14 

0 

14 

7 

— 

— 

— 

3 

4 

— 

District of Columbia 

891 

16 

907 

320 

107 

18 

— 

235 


27 

Florida 

3,062 

50 

3, 112 

646 

136 

106 

53 

1,099 

988 

84 

Georgia 

1, 882 

34 

1,916 

361 

140 

27 

18 


594 

36 

Hawaii 

257 

4 

261 

115 

4 

5 

5 

66 

52 

14 

Idaho 

459 

8 

467 

151 

8 

8 

75 

98 

121 

6 

Illinois 

11,546 


11,855 

mixii 



325 

5,719 

1,840 

241 

Indiana 

2,672 

52 

2,724 

887 

161 

44 

75 

693 

786 

78 

Iowa 

896 

18 

914 

241 

30 

16 

194 

214 

198 

21 

Kansas 

1,044 

16 


152 

41 

15 

252 

341 


9 

Kentucky 

886 

16 

902 

239 

54 

17 

51 

231 

284 

26 

Louisiana 

1,567 

27 

1,594 

267 

116 

55 

19 


373 

56 

Maine 

292 

6 

298 

97 

6 

3 

10 

93 

85 

4 

Maryland 

1, 189 

23 

1,212 

372 

75 

29 

17 

363 

335 

21 

Massachusetts 

3, 797 

85 

3, 882 

542 

270 

37 

5 

2, 141 

768 

119 

Michigan 



5,918 

2, 333 

356 


49 

1,618 

1, 262 

194 

Minnesota 

2, 826 

46 

2,872 

727 

214 

71 

157 

1, 052 

570 

81 

Mississippi 

652 

16 

668 

125 

19 

15 

31 

249 


23 

Missouri 



2, 420 

469 

218 

94 


958 

528 

48 

Montana 

379 

8 

387 


2 

2 

80 

90 


2 

Nebraska 



misi 

128 

28 

40 

369 

293 


13 

Nevada 

276 

3 

279 


10 

5 

6 

76 

77 

3 

New Hampshire 

337 

6 

343 

85 

8 

3 

5 


128 

6 

New Jersey 

4,338 

96 

4,434 


212 

93 



1, 150 

106 

New Mexico 

392 

11 


73 

15 

5 

43 

136 

120 

11 

New York 

mkWtvm 


23, 624 

3,709 

1,850 

1,858 

79 

mSESm 

2,835 

653 

North Carolina 

1,358 

27 

1, 385 

217 

61 

29 

23 

587 

440 

28 

North Dakota 

324 

8 

332 


2 

3 

67 

80 

69 

3 

Ohio 

5,798 

114 

5,912 

1,745 

297 

130 

81 


1,845 

211 

Oklahoma 

1,832 

32 

1,864 

322 

82 

13 

175 

758 

449 

65 

Oregon 

1, 742 

25 

1, 767 

455 

113 

17 

91 

726 

345 


Pennsylvania 


180 

9,241 

2,554 

487 

138 

121 

3,498 

2,049 

394 

Rhode Island 

566 

7 

573 

282 

30 


— 

135 

97 

28 

South Carolina 

623 

12 

635 

88 

25 

19 

14 

230 

235 

24 

South Dakota 

382 

12 

394 


7 

1 

125 

82 

73 

4 

Tennessee 

2,319 

46 

2,365 

346 

165 

57 

44 

894 


49 

Texas 

8,266 

157 

8,423 

912 

610 

498 

415 

3, 731 

1,994 

263 

Utah 

460 

7 

467 

171 

26 

22 

20 

138 

82 

8 

Vermont 

230 

3 

233 

108 

1 

3 

8 

45 

66 

2 

Virginia 

2,333 

39 

2,372 

695 

1 92 

47 

53 

627 

795 

63 

Washington 

2,452 

50 

2,502 

586 

i 177 

27 

135 

960 

559 

58 

West Virginia 

537 

11 

548 

192 

i 14 

5 

11 

119 


7 

Wisconsin 

1,887 

43 


653 


31 

49 

586 

435 

76 

Wyoming 

243 

4 

247 

63 

3 

3 

49 

74 

54 

1 

Virgin Iriands 

27 

— 

27 

15 

0 

— 

0 

9 

3 

— 

District of Columbia — all*. . 

1,413 

21 

1,434 

474 

178 

41 


346 

354 

41 


*Includea National and non-Nadonal banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. Dashes indicate amounts of less than $500,000. 
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Table B— 27 


Income and expenses of National banks,* by States, year ended Dec. 31, 1967 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



United 

States 

Ala- 

bama 

Alaska 

.4r/- 

Zona 

Arkan- 

sas 

California 

Colo- 

rado 

Connec- 

ticut 

Dela- 

ware 

District 
of Co- 
lumbia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Number of banks 

4, 758 

88 

5 

4 

67 

80 

118 

30 

5 

9 

200 

61 

2 

Current operating revenue : 

Interest and dividends on — 














U.S. Government obligations 

$1,400, 999 

$19, 669 

$2, 079 

$9, 586 

$7, 812 

$143, 045 

$15, 792 

$7, 943 

$396 

$17, 696 

$46, 036 

$15, 486 

$2, 247 

Other securities 

1, 121,994 

12, 843 

1, 290 

7, 611 

6, 689 

164,060 

9, 242 

12, 547 

27 

3, 453 

34, 196 

11, 916 

2,415 

Interest and discount on loans f 

8, 458, 936 

94,890 

1 1, 862 

83, 873 

42, 228 

1, 182, 916 

96, 021 

82, 668 

893 

54, 360 

194, 112 

126, 830 

18, 034 

Service charges and other fees on banks* 













loans 

169, 483 

1,483 

1,249 

2, 287 

201 

37, 045 

2, 480 

1,233 

42 

2, 261 

5, 895 

3, 935 

1,408 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

Other service charges, commissions, fees. 

576, 770 

9, 318 

1, 590 

7, 978 

3, 646 

113, 068 

9, 701 

7, 616 

71 

4, 383 

19, 396 

13,000 

1, 185 














and collection and exchange charges 

229, 992 

1, 942 

741 

2, 950 

1, 095 

26, 456 

2, 689 

2,243 

13 

877 

5, 559 

10, 126 

492 

Trust department 

435, 331 

4,052 

148 

3, 137 

804 

48, 856 

8, 336 

8, 668 

0 

4, 156 

12, 904 

6, 688 

781 

Other current operating revenue 

257, 438 

2,211 

329 

1, 250 

577 

52, 496 

4, 345 

1, 510 

23 

541 

8, 338 

3, 486 

859 

Total current operating revenue 

12, 650, 943 

146, 408 

19, 288 

118,672 

63, 052 

1, 767, 942 

148, 606 

124, 428 

1, 465 

87, 627 

326, 436 

191, 467 

27, 421 

i 

Current operating expenses: 

Salaries and wages 

901, 734 ! 








j 





Officers 


12, 675 

2, 037 

9, 446l 

6,516 

127, 649 

13, 320 

11, 238 

136 

6, 766 

27, 261 

15, 405 

2, 354 

Employees other than officers 

1, 673, 051 

20, 677 

3, 559 

19, 057 

8, 062 

250, 365 

20, 766 

21, 313 

253 

12, 0221 

46, 461 

30, 352 

4, 120 

Number of officers 

75, 808 

7, 075 

130 

855 

615 

11, 466 

1, 147, 

842 

19 

475, 

2, 389 

1, 212 

207 

Number of employees other than officers 

369, 780 

5, 448 

652 

4, 162 

2, 102 

50, 466 

10, 144 

4, 502 

74' 

2, 404 

11, 252 

6, 535 

807 

Officer and employee benefits — pensions, hos- , 








pitalization, social security, insurance, etc . . 

391, 192 

5,045 

562 

3, 815 

1, 959 

53, 448 

4, 408 

5, 312 

35 

1, 926 

9, 299 

7, 849 

1, 554 

Fees paid to directors and members of execu- 









1 





tive, discount and other committees 

43, 286 

692 

35 

117 

518 

1,061 

831 

602 

15 ' 

387 

1, 798 

766 

94 

Interest on time and savings deposits 

4, 418, 031 

40, 331 

4, 826 

41, 463 

17, 340 

727, 882 

46, 578 

33, 614 

486; 

26, 052 

104, 920 

47, 993 

8,256 

Interest and discount on borrowed money § . . 

153, 825 

306 

18 

1, 531 

545 

24, 673 

874 

521 

2 

540 

2, 655 

1, 928 

70 

Net occupancy expense of bank premises . . . - 

489, 366 

5, 117 

974 

5, 405 

2, 753 

76, 455 

7, 194 

6, 644 

791 

3, 506 

12, 283 

9, 864 

1, 181 

Furniture and equipment — depreciation. 









61* 


11, 978 



rents, servicing, uncapitalized costs, etc . , , . 

313, 130 

4, 421 

851 

4, 132 

1, 748 

37, 258 

5, 628 

4, 491 


2, 392 

7, 046 

1,065 

Other current operating expenses 

1, 311, 831 

16, 205 

1, 981 

12, 376 

8, 107 

139,273 

17, 281 

14, 765 

198 

8, 396 

41, 871 

26, 155 

3,052 

Total current operating expenses 

9, 695, 446 

105, 469 

14, 843 

97, 342 

47, 548 

1, 438, 064 

1 16, 880 

98, 500 

1,265 

61, 987j 

258, 526, 

147, 358 

21, 746 

Net current operating earnings 

2, 955, 497 

40, 939 

4,445 

21,330 

15, 504 

329, 878 

31, 726 

25, 928 

200 

25, 640 

67, 910| 

44, 109 

5, 675 
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Recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, and 
profits 

On securities: 

Profits and securities sold or redeemed. . . 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

On lozms: 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

All other 

91, 181 
2,570 
36, 704 

6, 670 
28, 705 
86, 769 

2, 741 
1 

120 

87 

481 

312 

382 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77 

1,264 

0 

0 

0 

0 

254 

382 

2 

24 

99 

183 

344 

14, 411 
3 

3, 494 

437 
337 
16, 924 

1,410 

32 

384 

235 

46 

554 

369 

0 

334 

3 

82 

702 

5 

0 

0 

14 

0 

7 

877 

0 

0 

63 

O 

2, 205 

1, 600 
59 
263 

215 
329 
2, 523 

1, 249 

2 

0 

21 

2, 964 
705 

27 

0 

0 

0 

0 

69 

Total recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves 














and profits 

252, 599 

3, 742 

459 

1, 518 

1,034 

35, 606 

2, 661 

1, 490 

26 

3, 145 

4, 989 

4, 941 

96 

Losses, cheu'geoffs, and transfers to valuation 
reserves : 

On securities: 

Losses on securities sold 

75, 963 

414 

0 

786 

321 

1, 720 

486 

99 

7 

9 

2,648 

152 

10 

Ghargeoffs on securities not sold 

4,483 

21 

0 

0 

95 

25 

36 

0 

1 

0 

4 

16 

0 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

52, 179 

163 

0 

0 

123 

12, 445 

55 

86 

0 

54 

211 

124 

0 

On loans: 

Losses and chargeoffs 

13, 563 

248 

0 

0 

128 

931 

800 

0 

42 

431 

1, 259 

19 

0 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

519, 044 

7, 065 

1, 040 

8, 643 

2, 736 

57, 299 

5, 013 

4, 396 

8 

5, 523 

13, 771 

9, 380 

1,357 

All other 

105, 434 

1, 000 

129 

1,638 

550 

15, 832 

1, 103 

2, 071 

6 

673 

2,938 

3,659 

157 

Total losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valua- 














tion reserves 

770, 666 

8, 911 

1, 169 

1 1, 067 

3, 953 

88, 252 

7, 493 

6, 652 

64 

6, 690 

20, 831 

13, 350 

1, 524 

Net income before related taxes 

2, 437, 430 

35, 770 

3, 735 

1 1, 781 

12, 585 

277, 232 

26, 894 

20, 766 

162 

22, 095 

52, 068 

35, 700 

4,247 

Taxes on net income: 














Federal 

594, 047 

9, 441 

1, 108 

2, 860 

2, 950 

52, 724 

6, 530 

3, 170 

31 

9, 050 

1 1, 870 

10, 639 

571 

State 

85, 892 

1,658 

5 

282 

O 

28, 702 

1, 519 

2, 162 

1 

0 

0 

0 

346 

Total taxes on net income. 

679, 939 

1 1, 099 

1, 113 

3, 142 

2, 950 

81, 426 

8, 049 

5, 332 

32 

9, 050 

1 1, 870 

10, 639, 

917 

Net income before dividends 

1, 757, 491 

24, 671 

2, 622 

8, 639 

9, 635 

195, 806 

18, 845 

15, 434 

130 

13, 045 

40, 198 

25, 061 

3, 330 

Cash dividends dccleued: 














On common stock 

794, 056 

9, 595 

483 

6, 305 

3, 045 

102, 883 

8, 456 

7, 890 

40 

6, on 

14,550 

10, 270 

1, 775 

On preferred stock 

2, 124 

0 

0 

0, 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O 

0 

0 

Total cash dividends declared 

796, 180 

9, 595 

483 

6, 305 

3, 045 

102, 883 

8, 456 

7, 890| 

40 

6, on 

14, 550 

10, 270 

1, 775 

Net income after dividends 

961,311 

15, 076 

2, 139 

2, 334 

6, 590 

92, 923 

10, 389 

1 7, 544 

90 

7, 034 

25,648 

14, 791 

1, 555 

Capital accountsll 

19, 095, 324 

225, 330 

1 7, 959 

139, 593 

104, 308 

I, 969, 466 

198, 920 

174, 178 

2, 236 

127,060 

485, 877 

278, 942 

49, 702 

Ratios: 

Net income before dividends to capital accounts 
(percent) 

9. 20 

10. 95 

14- 60 

6. 19 

9. 24 

9. 94 

9- 47 

8. 86 

i 

1 5. 81 

i 

10. 27 

8. 27 

8. 98 

6. 70 

Total current operating expenses to total current 
operating revenue (percent) 

76. 64 

72-04 

76. 95 

82. 03 

' 75-41 

81. 34 

' 78. 65 

79. 16 

86. 35 

70. 74 

79. 20 

76. 96 

79. 30 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B— 27 — Continued 


Income and expenses of National banks, * by States, year ended Dec, 31, 1967 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisi'- 

ana 

Maine 

Mary- 

land 

Massa- 

chusetts 

Miehi~ 

gan 

Minne- 

sota 

Missis- 

sippi 

Number of banks 

9 

422 

123 

102 

171 

80 

47 

21 

48 

89 

98 

195 

36 

Current operating revenue: 

Interest and dividends on — 














U.S. Government nbligatians 

$4, 925 

$138, 532 

^2, 141 

$12, 541 

$19, 78& 

$13, 234 

$24, 232 

$2, 746 

$13, 402] 

$29, 354 

$67, 308 

$29, 312 

$7, 588 

Other securities 

3, 325 

101, 755 

19,816 

7, 128 

9, 987 

7, 238 

12,428 

2, 344 

8,540 

24, 810 

43,061 

24, 152 

5, 654 

Interest and discount on loans f 

30, 209 

608, 732 

1 73, 392 

56, 084 

66, 947 

55, 816 

97, 861 

19, 990 

76, 769 

237, 690 

346, 003 

170, 712 

41, 985 

Service charges and other fees on banks* loans . . . 

877 

9,000 

2,966 

628 

519 

854 

946 

381 

2, 969 

3, 844 

5, 925 

2, 729 

196 

Service charges on deposit accoimts 

3, 395 

25, 625 

12, 023 

4,360 

5, 697 

3, 839 

7, 957 

1, 623 

6, 818 

17,942 

18, 657 

11, 221 

4,004 

Other service charges, commissions, fees and 
collection and exchange charges 














1, 395 

14, 100 

6, 834 

1, 910 

2,053 

704 

2, 935 

318 

1,322 

18, 634 

7, 591 

9, 785 

2,462 

Xrust department 

347 

46, 955 

8,814 

2, 188 

2, 023 

1, 975 

1, 804 

1,492 

2, 925 

17, 177 

14,692 

10, 431 

933 

Other current operating revenue 

452 

23, 205 

3, 399 

1, 355 

1, 224 

1, 057 

2, 237 

349 

949 

9, 762 

7, 797 

2, 954 

869 

Total current operating revenue 

44, 925 

1, 047, 904 

269, 385 

86, 194 

108, 235 

84, 717 

150, 400 

29, 243 

1 1 3, 694 

359,213 

51 1, 034 

261, 296 

63, 691 

Current op>erating expenses: 

Salaries stud wages: % 


1 

1 


1 










Officers 

4, 178 

62, 908 

22, 249 

9, 439 

11,847 

i 7, 557 

10, 834 

2, 530 

8, 210 

1 25, 518 

25, 1 10 

19, 881 

5,438 

Employees other than officers 

6, 184 

1 19, 796 

37, 432 

10, 446 

11,410 

! 10,923 

, 19,702 

4, 689 

17, 626 

58,764 

71, 137 

29, 545 

8,422 

Number of officers 

370 

4, 575 

1 1, 818 

1, 046 

1, 069 

1 784 

851 

239 

745 

1, 994 

1, 857 

1, 698 

474 

Number of employes other than officers 

/, 479 

24, 305 

8, 679 

2, 750 

2, 817 

2, 869 

\ 4, 502 

1, 166 

4, 124 

\ 12, 435 

15, 084 

6, 994 

2, 106 

Officer and employee benefits — pensions, hos- 




pitalization, social security, insurance, etc .... 

1, 520 

30, 021 

7, 496 

2, 380 

2, 753 

2, 422 

4, 158 

995 

3, 520 

12,355 

15, 181 

! 7, 705 

2, 207 

Fees paid to directors and members of executive. 














discount and other committees 

80 

3, 660 

1,221 

i 503 

848 

555 

714 

227 

545 

1, 047 

I, 223 

1,092 

398 

Interest on time and savings deposits 

14,615 

394, 523 

74,835 

1 25,349 

29, 570 

23, 559 

41, 959 

7, 192 

28, 193 

82, 523 

224, 930 

95,005 

14, 726 

Interest and discoimt on borrowed money § 

33 

16, 495 

1 4, 376 

I 716 

500 

103 

1,479 

1 101 

1, 912 

7, 990 

! 6, 470 

3, 129 

1, 379 

Net occupancy expense of bank premises 

1, 246 

29, 518 

10,901 

3, 232 

3, 604 

3, 337 

6, 388 

1,443 

5, 719 

15,983 

19,890 

8,866 

1, 790 

Furniture and equipment — depreciation, rents. 




1 










servicing, uncapitalized costs, etc 

1,430 

20, 006 

! 8, 356 

2, 874 

3, 018 

2, 719 

4, 765 

^ 941 

3, 508 

9, 784 

11,371 

6, 180 

2, 751 

Other current operating expenses 

4, 854 

103, 210 

34,026 

10, 682 

10,651 

9, 795 

18, 959 

! 3, 956 

13, 370 

39, 284 

50,440 

28,335 

8, 833 

Total current operating expenses ! 

34, 140 

780, 137 

200, 892 

65, 821 

74,201 

60, 970 

108, 958 

22, 074 

82,603 

253, 248 

425, 752 

199, 738 

45, 944 

Net current operating earnings 

10, 785 

267, 767 

68, 493 

20, 373 

34,034 

23, 747 

41, 442 

7, 169 

; 31,091 

105, 965 

, 85,282 

61, 558 

17, 747 
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Recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves and 
profits: 

On securities: 

Profits and securities sold or redeemed 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves .......... 

On loans: 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

All other 

1 

36' 

2 

122 

8 

O 

62 

7, 532 
725 
1,691 

346 
960 
3, 228 

2, 607 

14 

3, 677 

205 

146 

4,406 

1 

839 

0 

1 

58 

805 

274 

946 

6 

249 

159 

40 

691 

613 

2 

213 

52 

315 

915 

2, 827 
0 
572 

111 

85' 

339 

353 

0 

48 

16 

36 

86 

1,276 

0 

173 

66 

6 

364 

3, 597 
38 
12, 527 

103 
8, 591 
21,439 

1, 196 
6 
738 

30 
924 
1, 740 

595 

262 

12 

242 

171 

620 

506 

0 

117 

44 

264 

501 

Total recoveries^ transfers from valuation reserves and 

P fi 1 

230 

14, 482 

11,055 

1, 977 

2,097 

2, 110 

1 

3, 934 

539 

1, 885 

46, 295 

4, 634 

1, 902 

1, 432 


Losses, char^eoffs, and transfers to valuation 






1 








reserves: 







1 







On securities: 



! 











Losses on securities sold 

1,259 

6, 290 

1, 109 

339 

364 

219' 

407- 

137 

477 

578 

3, 320 

1, 744 

223 

Charg^eoffs on securities not sold 

O 

1, 003 

105 

60 

95 

117 

62 

8 

27. 

8 

11 

1 310 

51 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

O 

6, 289 

5, 298 

21 

113 

681 

1, 913 

O 

210 

1, 545 

334 


448 

On loans: 






1 






1 

1 

Losses and chargeofTs 

6 

637 

321 

130 

399 

178 

219 

O 

156 

61 

90 

230 

46 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

1,409 

37, 728 

1 11,903 

2, 634 

4, 938 

4, 329 

7, 653 

1, 218 

4,408 

16, 695, 

23, 816 

lO, 735 

1 4, 228 

All other 

209 

7, 256 

1 1, 932 

835 

964 

1, 554 

1, 542 

421 

2, 533 

11, 93l' 

1, 481 

724 

708 

Total losses^ ckargeoffsy and transfers to valuation 













1 

reserves 

2,883 

59, 203 

1 20, 668| 

4, 019 

6, 873 

7, 078 

1 1, 796 

1, 784 

7, 811 

30, 818 

29, 052 

13, 758 

' 5, 704 

Net income before related taxes 1 

1 8, 132 

223, 046 

1 58, 880 

18, 331 

29, 258 

18, 779 

33, 580 

5, 924 

25, 165 121, 442 

60, 864 

49, 702 

13, 475 

Taxes on net income: 



1 1 











Federal 

2, 092 

67, 256 

17, 104 

4, 996 

8, 255 

5, 317 

10, 528 

1, 420 

8, 872 

25, 576 

8, 673 

11, 009 

3, 702 

State 

582 

0 

O 

O 

866 

O 

O 

0 

O 

8, 040 

O 

4, 564 

O 

Total taxes on net income 

2, 674 

67, 256 

17, 104 

4, 996 

9, 121 

5, 317 

10, 528 

1,420 

8, 872 

33, 616 

8, 673 

15, 573 

3, 702 

Net income before dividends 

5, 458 

155, 790 

41, 776 

13, 335 

20, 137 

13, 462 

23, 052 

4, 504 

16, 293 

87, 826 

52, 191 

34, 129 

9, 773 

Oash dividends declared: 














On common stock 

2, 791 

62, 398 

13, 798 

5,069 

7, 098 

4, 812 

8, 553 

2, 059 

7, 390 

27, 784 

22, 800 

16, 935 

4, 252 

On preferred stock 

O 

70 

0 

0 

9 

0 

146 

0 

0 

0 

174 

0 

0 

Total cash dividends declared 

2, 791 

62, 468 

13, 798 

5,069 

7, 107 

4, 812 

8, 699 

2, 059 

7, 390 

27, 784 

22, 974 

16, 935 

4, 252 

Net income after dividends 

2,667 

93, 322 

27, 978 

8, 266 

13, 030 

8, 650 

14, 353 

2, 445 

8, 903 

60, 042 

29, 217 

"1 7,T94 

5,521 

Capital accounts {| 

51, 794 1, 650, 587 392, 507 134, 449 196, 553 

143, 420 271, 296 

47, 401 

172, 981 573, 626 613, 388 374, 020 

97,004 

Ratios : 














Net income before dividends to capital accounts 














(percent) 

10.54 

9. 44 

10. 64 

9. 92 

lO. 25 

9. 39 

8. 50 

9. 50 

9,42 

15. 31 

8. 51 

9. 12 

10. 07 

Total current operating expenses to total current 














operating revenue (percent) 

75. 99 

74. 45 

74. 57 

76. 36 

68. 56 

71. 97 

1 

72. 45| 

75, 48 

72. 65 

70. 50 

83. 31 

76. 44 

72. 14 


tso See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-27 — Continued 

Income and expenses of National banks ^ * by States^ year ended Dec. 3f 1967 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Number of banks 

Current operating revenue: 

Interest and dividends on — 

U.S. Government obligatioiii; . . , . 

Other securities 

Interest and discount on loans | 

Service charges and other fees on 

banks’ loans 

Service charges on deposit accounts . . 
Other service charges, commissions, 
fees, and collection and exchange 

charges . . 

Trust department 

Other current operating revenue 

‘Total operating revenue 

Current operating expenses: 

Salaries and wages : X 

Officers 

Employees other than officers .... 

J^'umber of officers 

Number of employees ether than officers . 
Officer and employee benefits — pen- 
sions, hospitalization, social secu- 
rity, insurance, etc 

Fees paid to directors and members 
of executive, discount ai:id other 

committees 

Interest on time and savings deposits . 
Interest and discount on borrowed 

money § 

Net occupancy expense of bank 

premises 

Furniture and equipment — depreci- 
ation, rents, servicing, uncapital- 

ized costs, etc 

Cither current operating expenses . . . . 

Total current operating expefises. ...... 

Net currtmt operating earnings 
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Mis^ 


Nebras- 

Ne- 

New 

New 

New 

A'ew 

North 

North 


Okla- 

Ore- 

Pennsyl- 

souri 

tana 

ka 

vada 

Homp- 

Jersey 

Aiexico 

York 

Caro- 

Dakota 

Ohio 

home 

gon 

variia 





shire 



Una 






98 

48 

127 

3 

52 

144 

34 

184 

25 

42 

223 

220 

12 

336 


$5, G60 

$11, 757 

$3, 5/3 

$2, 7 0.5 

$44, 282 

$.5, 607 

$152, 6.54 

.$10, 086 

$5, 464 

$81, 599 

$2G, 299 

$16, 763 

$92, 825 

17, B06 

3, 276 

8, 042 

2, 67 i 

1, t567 

46, 036 

2, 891 

1.54, 690 

12, 592 

3, 253 

56, 935 

lb, 350 

14, 210 

78, 853 

M-9, 207 

25, 987 

67, 320 

18, 638 

23, 335 

264, 747 

28, 760 

1, 321, 167 

84, 699 

20, 803 

351, 542 

116, 306 

112, 508 

555, 414 

1, 508 

582 

461 

620 

212 

4, 715 

3GG 

22, 643 

5, V28 

250 

4, 286 

1, 621 

2, 937 

8, 779 

5, 107 

2, 747 

4, 270 

1, 954 

2, 604 

22, 329 

3, 090 

51, 327 

6, 951 

2, 031 

24, 377 

9, 941 

13, 426 

21, 760 

2- 505 

1,003 

2. 7.56 

400 

516 

5, 389 

1, 094 

26, 491 

4, 480 

984 

6,427 

3, 059 

I, 716 

9, 356 

10, 466 

274 

2, 859 

1, 006 

627 

11, 913 

323 

75, 187 

3, 736 

436 

15, 896 

3, 813 

4, 355 

40, 581 

4, 697 

338 

1, 775 

470 

517 

4, 034 

688 

61, 883 

1, 919 

283 

5, 900 

2,447 

3, 469 

12, 162 

^>14, 861 

39, 867 

99, 240 

29, 332 

32, 243 

403, 945 

43, 319 

I, 866, 042 

130, 191 

33, 504 

546, 962 

179, 836 

169, 384 

819, 730 


15, 406 

4, 158 

1 1, 496 

2, 798 

3, 203 

j 

28, 521 

4, 404 

87, 232 

1 1, 664 

3, 082 

35, 079 

19,486 

15, 748 

53, 105 

27, 932 

4, 258 

1 1, 097 

4, 136 

4, 550 

60, 059 

6, 293 

239, 053 

20, 186 

3, 214 

68, 562 

20, 878 

23,912 

98, 172 

/, 229 

376 

966 

297 

283 

2. 361 

382 

5. 893 

7. 054 

295 

2, 780 

7, 757 

7, 527 

4, 828 

6, 333^ 

998 

2, 818 

974^ 

f 2G2 

13, 494, 

1, 473 

44, 198, 

4, 991 

881 

15, 489 

5, 051 

5, 113 

27, 944 

5, 59B[ 

1, 278 

3, 314 

694| 

1, 022 

13, 933 

1, 062i 

67, 846 

4, 118 

896 

13, 382 

4, 948 

5, 118 

25, 1 16 

1 

832 

243 

688 

45 

.306 

2, 295 

2771 

2, 428 

464 

227 

2,026 

981 

174 

4, 203 

63, 876 

12, 502 

27, 551 

9, 252 

7, 855 

138, 042^ 

11, 760, 

730, 955 

i 40,302 

13, 174 

186, 638 

53,491 

66, 688 

297, 203 

4, 128 

654 

823 

1 

64 

1, 166 

102^ 

22, 962 

1,657 

58 

5,007 

1,899 

1,064 

9,418 

7, 667 

1,408 

3, 411 

1,442 

1,495 

19, 378 

i 

1, 757 ' 

i 

74, 547 

5, 141 

1,274 

17, 639 

6, 636 

6, 931 

29, 1 1 1 

5, 286 

909 

3, 440 

1, 008 

1,002 

10, 788' 

l,46i| 

30, 306 

4, 400 

784 

12.043 

5,251 

4,473 

20, 693 

23, 375 

5, 632 

ll,017j 

2, 892 

4, 366 

45, 207; 

5, 957! 

174, 160 

16, 634 

3, 472 

64, 683 

19, 226 

14, 056 

82, 304 

154, 100 

31,042 

72, 837 

22, 268 

23, 863 

319, 389 

33, 075 

1, 429, 489 

|104, 56G 

26, 181 

405, 059 

132, 796! 

138, 164 

619, 32.5 

GO, 761 

8, 825 

26, 403 

7, 064j 

8, 380 

84,556 

10, 244 

436, 553 

25,625 

7, 323 

141, 903 

47, 040 

31,220 

200, 405 



Recoveries, transfers from valuation re- 
serves and profits: 

On securities: 

Profits and securities sold or re- 
deemed 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves . 
On loans : 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves . . 
All other 

2, 476 

77 
2, 544 

105 

1 759 

235 

205 

177 

165 

255 

72 

104 

1, 589 

61 

276 

72 

254 

296 

56 

0 

928 

0 

0 

146 

237 

53 

500 

55 

45 

556 

2, 287 

80 

891 

185 
1,600 
2, 066 

2.32 

0 

0 

49 

201 

476 

8, 878 

360 
2, 023 

328 
615 
10, 187 

659 

1,065 

11 

165 

224 

107 

8 

0 

8 

0 

108 

5, 118 

92 

327 

97 
3, 249 
2,013 

1, 599 

20 

667 

640 

70 

427 

556 

2 

0 

3 

4 
466 

4, 319 

57 

606 

233 
587 
2, 475 

Total recoveries^ transfers from valn~ 
ation reserves and profits 

6, 196 

970 

2, 548 

I, 130 

I, 446 

7, 109 

958 

22, 391 

2, 129 

23} 

10, 896 

3, 423 

1, 031 

8, 277 

I.osses, chargeofFs, and transfers to valu- 
ation reserves: 

On securities: 

Losses on securities sold 

L647 

176 

1 

446 

810 

88 

3, 049 

i 426 

17,286 

916 

288 

1 

1, 867 

457 

i 

269 

13, 207 

Ghargeoffs on securities not sold. . . 

121 

17 

334 

0 

5 

87 

i 5 

I 256 

46 

23 

119 

5G 

0 

248 

Transfers to valuation reserves, . . 

37 

339 

796 

394 

56 

326 

53 

1, 852 

25 

0 

6, 997 

574 

0 

877 

On loans: 

Losses aiul chargeoffs 

485 

365 

69 

0 

78' 

411 

64 

128 

76: 

62 

183 

747 

52 

331 

Transfers to valuation reserves. . . 

7, 627 

81 7i 

3, 757 

2, 145! 

1. 238 

12. 805 

1, 344 

05, 737 

6, 118 

865 

19, 035 

10, 660 

5, 920 

35- 524 

All other 

786 

355 

703 

327 

214| 

2, 86 J 

406 

9, 921 

1, 246| 

68! 

2, 182 

1, 005 

4, 341 

5, 244 

Total losses^ chargeoffs^ and transfers (o 









1 






valuation reserves 

10, 703 

2, 069 

6, 105 

3, 676 

1, 679 

19, 539 

2, 298, 

1 15, 180 

8, 427; 

1, 306^ 

30, 383 

13, 499 

10, 382 

55, 43! 

Net income before related taxes 

56, 254 

7, 734 

22, 846 

4, 518 

8, 147 

72, 126 

8, 904 

343, 764 

19, 327 

6, 248 

122, 416 

36, 964! 

21,669: 

153, 251 

Taxes on net income: 















Federal 

16. 256 

2, 118 

7, 10.5 

717 

2, 610 

13, 008 

2, 389 

64, 510 

3, 543 

1,460 

35, 889 

9, 481 

4, 404: 

33, 385 

State 

1 , 369 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23, 288 

622 

171 

0 

1,263 

2, 179; 

0 

Total taxes on net income 

1 7, 625 

2, 113 

7, 105 

717 

2, 610 

13, 008 

2, 389 

92, 798 

4, 165 

I, 631 

35, 889 

10, 744 

6, 583 

33, 385 

Net income before dividends 

38, 629 

5, 616 

15, 741 

3, SOI 

5, 537 

59, 1 18 

6, 515 

250, 966 

15, 162 

4, 617 

86, 527 

26, 220 

15,086 

119, 866 

Cash dividends declared; 















On common stock 

15, 930 

3 937 

6, 056 

2, 430 

1, 842 

25, 772 

2. 414 

122, 514 

8,019 

2, 145 

36, 105 

12, 606 

9, 809 

63, 794 

On preferred stock 

0 

... .. . ^ 

6 

0 

0 

8 

0 

1,595 

0 

0 

0 

21 

0 

61 

Total cask dividends declared. 

15, 930 

3, 937 

6, 862 

2, 480 

1, 842 

25, 780 

2,414 

124, 109 

a, 019 

2, 145 

36, 105 

12, 627 

9, 809 

63, 855 

Net income after dividends . . 

22, 699 

1, 679 

8, 879 

1, 321 

3, 695 

33, 338 

4, 101 

126, 857 

7, 143 

2, 472 

50, 422 

13, 593 

5, 277 

56, 01 1 

Capital accounts}! 

400, 427 

50, 587 

161,016 

41, 729 

52, 526 

563, 014 

59, 349 

3, 249, 055 

168, 213 

43, 292 

856, 238 

332, 936 

203, 098 

1,491, 267 

Ratios; 

Net income befoic dividends to «. apital 
accounts (percent) 

9. 6.5 

1 1 . ]() 

9. 78 

9. 11 

10. 54 

10. 50 

10. 98 

7. 72 

9.01 

10. GO 

iO. !1 

7. 88 

7. 43 

0. 04 

Total current operating expenses to 
total current opciatiiig revenue 
(percent) 

71. 72 

77. 86 

73. 39 

75. 92 

74. 01 

79. 07 

76. 35 

76.61 

80. 32 

78. 14 

74. 06 

73. 84 

81.57 

75. 55 
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Table B-27 — Continued 


Income and expenses of National hanks ^ * by State s^ year ended Dec. 3f 1967 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


I District 
of Co- 
lumbia — 
allA 


Number of banks 4 26 35 77 542 12 27 113 27 80 1 16 40 1 14 

Current operating revenue : 

Interest and dividends on — 

U.S. Government obligations $3, 194 $6, 857 $6, 418 $25, 696 $89, 323 $3, 310 $2, 036 $24, 676 $21, 330 $12, 277 $21, 669 $4, 100 $327 $25, 083 

Other securities 5,302 4,165 2,867 17,589 72,280 4,684 1,344 17,249 19,772 4,708 14,194 1,746 295 5,903 

Interest and discount on loans f 34, 968 41, 058 25, 877 139, 444 510, 476 29, 027 14, 548 147, 172 160, 263 35, 252 1 14, 553 17, 245 1, 743 86, 376 

Service charges and other fees on 

banks’ loans 571 304 257 2,637 6,989 1,300 274 4,149 4,489 401 1,413 329 409 2,476 

Service charges on deposit accounts .. . 1,810 4,830 2,367 7,908 29,907 2,836 1,241 11,213 18,895 1,669 6,021 1,501 45 7,241 

Other service charges, commissions, fees, 

and collection and exchange charges. 260 1,637 1,412 5,339 12,650 1,472 139 3,809 6,980 647 3,413 753 79 1,330 

Trust department 1,963 1,867 602 5,623 21,098 936 289 7,257 7,359 1,541 4,223 315 0 7,443 

Other current operating revenue 931 556 530 1,311 10,984 316 201 2,251 3,063 843 3,947 278 71 1,184 

Total currera operating revenue 48,999 61,274 40,330 205,547 753,707 43,881 20,072 217,776 242,151 57,338 169,433 26,267 2,969 137,036 

Current operating expenses : 

Salaries and wages 

Officers 2,478 7,247 4,262 15,126 62,989 2,503 1,765 18,177 19,309 4,972 13,934 2,851 232 9,902 

Employees other than officers 5,386 11,935 4,158 26,859 80,720 4,760 2,628 29,036 40,542 6,476 21,680 2,922 562 18,393 

Number of officers 214 660 402 1,355 5,474 248 186 1,707 1,728 476 1,091 263 19 697 

Number of employees other than officers . 1, 348 3, 107 1, 077 6, 588 18, 933 1, 266 705 7, 413 8, 393 1, 612 5, 665 720 136 3, 783 

Officer and employee benefits — pen- 
sions, hospitalization, social security, 

insurance, etc 1,835 2,563 1,309 6,120 19,140 1,143 550 6,725 8,673 1,406 4,731 622 125 3, 101 

Fees paid to directors and members of 
executive, discount and other com- 
mittees 124 354 211 602 4,096 155 186 1,320 345 518 856 291 10 582 

Interest on time and savings deposits. . 20,880 7,413 13,260 61,144 233,869 17,403 7,814 74,092 75,359 16,884 63,667 8,991 1,046 39,664 

Interest and discount on borrowed 

money § 430 260 103 5,144 16,862 381 28 1,147 1,272 114 532 159 44 818 

Net occupancy expense of bank prem- 
ises 1,556 2,474 1,542 7,137 25,772 1,460 807 7,797 10,466 1,755 6,267 1,058 66 6,022 

Furniture and equipment-— deprecia- 
tion, rents, servicing, uncapitalized 

costs, etc 932 2,492 1,081 6,159 19,399 1,139 457 5,835 7,400 1,215 5,556 801 46 3,459 

Other current operating expenses 3,724 8,083 3,680 23,669 91,734 4,573 1,871 22,939 24,258 6,562 18,396 2,967 339 14,468 

Total current operating expenses 37,345 42,821 29,606 151,960 554,581 33,522 16,106 167,068 187,624 39,902 135,619 20,662 2,470 96,409 

Net current operating earnings 11,654 18,453 10,724 53,587 199,126 10,359 3,966 50,708 54,527 17,436 33,814 5,605 499 40,627 
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Recoveries, transfers from valuation re- 
serves and profits: 

On securities : 

Profits and securities sold or re- 
deemed. 

Recoveries 

Xransfers from valuation reserves. . 
On loans: 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves . . 
All other 

24 

0 

0 

3 

0 

154 

211 

0 

15 

4 

205 

278 

162 

1 

37 

24 
1 1 
175 

5, 977 
25 
133 

59 

31 

270 

2, 545 

55 

887 

1,406 
1, 125 

3, 122 

70 

4 

0 

7 

15 

17 

121 

0 

0 

21 

0 

89 

1, 835 
26 
515 

227 
18 
1, 330 

2,605 

301 

132 

55 
2, 550 
870 

407 

6 

90 

92 

25 

146 

1, 172 
3 
94 

26 

325 

962 

93 

3 

50 

91 

8 

133 

1 

0 

0 

0 

o 

103 

928 

8 

0 

69 
40 
2, 236 

Total recoveries, transfers from valuation 
reserves and profits 

181 

713 

410 

6, 495 

9, 140 

1 13 

231 

3, 951 

6, 513 

766 

2, 582 

378 

104 

3, 281 

Losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valua- 















ation reserves: 

On securities; 















Losses on securities sold 

134 

465 

152 

2, 954 

2, 161 

795 

308 

851 

1, 597 

888 

1, 557 

49 

2 

724 

GhargeofFs on securities not sold. . . 

0 

1 

16 

567 

311 

0 

13 

54 

10 

30 

104 

5 

0 

2 

Xransfers to valuation reserves. , . . 

0 

226 

0 

1, 234 

5, 544 

0 

0 

2, 281! 

293 

63 

41 

43| 

0 

54 

On loans: 















Losses and chargeofFs 

0 

15 

17i 

68 

3, 118 

0 

27 

3521 

117 

234' 

49 

1841 

0 

431 

Xransfers to valuation reserves .... 

2, 547 

1, 870 

1, 011| 

6,454 

34, 203 

1, 931 

559 

10, 185 

10, 546 

1, 266 

5, 824 

959 

172 

7, 494 

All other 

624 

826 

189 

1, 182 

4, 858 

149 

92 

2, 158 

2, 217 

185 

1, 360 

60 

29 

852 

Total losses, char geo ffs, and transfers to 












1, 300^ 



valuation reserves 

3, 305 

3, 403 

1, 385 

12, 459 

50, 195 

2, 875 

999 

15, 881 

14, 780 

2, 666 

8, 935 


203 

9, 557 

Net income before related taxes 

8, 530 

1 5, 763 

9, 749 

47, 623 

158, 071 

7, 597 

3, 198 

38, 778 

46, 260 

15, 536 

27, 461 

4, 683! 

400 

34, 351 

Taxes on net income: 

Federal : 

1, 408 

6, 062 

3, 222 

1 3, 796 

47, 088 

1, 376 

1, 012 

10, 814 

14, 546 

1 

5, 270 

5, 403 

1, 384 

47 

13,885 

State , 

505 

272 

297| 

0 

0| 

254 

79 

0 

o; 

0 

1, 866 

0 

0 

0 

Total taxes on net income 

1, 913 

6, 334 

3, 519 

1 3, 796 

47, 088 

1, 630 

1, 091 

10, 814 

14, 546' 

5, 270 

7, 269 

1, 384 

47 

13, 885 

Net income before dividends 

6, 617 

9, 429 

6, 230 

33, 827 

1 10, 983 

5, 967 

2, 107 

27, 964 

31, 714; 

10, 266 

20, 192 

3, 299 

353 

20, 466 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B— 27 — Continued 


Income and expenses of National hanks, * by States, year ended Dec, 31, 1967 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



Rhode 

Island 

South 

Carolina 

South 

Dakota 

Ten- 

nessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Wash- 

ington 

West 

Virginia 

Wis- 

consin 

Wyo- 

ming 

Virgin 

Islands 

District 
of Co- 
lumbia — • 
all£s 

Cash dividends declared ; 

On common .stock 

$3, 122 

$4, 632 

$2, 884 

$10, 788 

$54, 976 

$3, 860 

$963 

$14, 185 

$12, 551 

$3, 556 

$9, 757 

$1, 517 

0 

$10, 065 

On preferred stock 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total cask dividends declared 

3, 122 

4,633 

2, 884 

10, 788 

54, 976 

3,860 

996 

14, 185 

12, 551 

3, 556 

9, 757 

1, 517 

O 

10, 065 

Net income after dividends 

3, 495| 

4, 796 

3, 346 

23, 039 

56, 007 

2, 107 

1, 111 

13, 779 

19, 163 

6, 710 

10,435 

1, 782 

$353 

10,401 

Capital accounts! 1 

64, 319 

90, 883 

50, 273 

336, 118 

1,303,016 

59, 407 

27, 387 

309, 590' 

290, 835 

1 10, 678 

244, 632 

40,024 

2, 018 

205, 007 

Ratios : 

Net income before dividends to capital 
accounts (percent) 

10. 29 

10.37 

12. 39 

10. 06 

8. 52 

10. 04 

7. 69 

! 

9. 03 

10. 90 

9. 28 

8. 25 

8. 24 

12. 53 

9. 90 

Total cturent operating expenses to 
total current operating revenue 
(percent) 

76. 22 

69. 88 

73.41 

73. 93 

1 

73. 58 

1 

76. 39 

1 

80. 24 

76. 72 

77.48 

i 

69. 59 

1 

80.04 

78. 66 

83. 19 

70. 35 


’1‘Tnrtnde® all hanVe- op#»ratin{y m y»np Vjo/I fvUl yooa Saw Stiate bou\lbS to r<CUt^oiiuL huiiLs 

t Includes revenues from the sales of Federal funds. 

JNumber of employees at year end excluding building employees. 

§Includes expenses incurred in purchasing Federal fiinds. 

(iJnrlndM the hoolr inln® nf HaKarntiiiMMS Df/ytlx, QVisaamaak Kki^iIdcKl uuJ mv, uvciagL.a huiu the June and 

December call dates m the year indicated and the previous December call date. 

ATTif'litHM iSTatirtn^l artH •iPi/;y«_'NT^+i^« 5 il b?.iihs in th^ District of C!olumbio, oil of v.’hich arc supervised by the Goniptrollv-x of ilio Goiioovy. 
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Table B-28 


Income and expenses of National banks, by deposit size, year ended Dec, 31, 1967 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 

1 Banks operating full year with deposits in December 1967, of— 



Total 

$2,000.0 

$2,000.1 

$5,000.1 

$10,000.1 

$25,000.1 

$50,000.1 

$100,000.1 

1 Over 



and under 

to $5,000.0 

to $10,000.0 

to $25,000.0 

to $50,000.0 

to $100,000.0 , 

to $500,000.0 

$500,000.0 

Number of banks 

4, 758 

227 

1, 000 

1, 279 

1, 254 

1 

472 

230 

226 

70 

Total deposits 

$231, 374, 000 

$330, 000 

$3, 528, 000 

$9, 3 1 5, 000 

$19, 697, 000 

$16, 254, 000 

$15, 647, 000 

$46, 118,000 

$120,485, 000 

Capital stock (par value) 

5, 367, 000 1 

13,000 i 

105,000 i 

236, 000 : 

458, 000 

372,000 

372, OOO 

1, 104, 000 ' 

' 2, 707, 000 

Capit 2 il accounts t 

19, 730, 000 ! 

47,000 I 

391,000 

857, 000 

1, 672, 000 

1, 306, 000 

1, 213, OOO 

I 3, 747, 000 

10, 497, 000 

Current oi>erating revenue: 










Interest and dividends on — 










U.S. Government obligations . . . 

$1, 400, 999 

®4, 540 

$39, 731 

»92, 506 

$168, 567 1 

$126, 928 

$116, 125 

$281, 268 

$571, 334 

Other securities 

1, 121, 994 

963 

13, 922 

46, 333 

104,611 

88, 41 1 

80, 012 

220, 104 

567, 638 

Interest and discount on loans J 

8, 458, 936 

11, 393 

125, 309 

331, 167 

702,848 

575, 587 

551, 177 

1, 639, 935 

4, 521, 520 

Service charges and other fees on 

169, 483 

94 

1, 278 

4, 239 

1 1, 937 

11, 187 

10, 529 

32,009 1 

, 98,210 

banks’ loans 










Service charges on deposit accounts. . 

576, 770 

1, 065 

11, 968 

32, 493 

68, 094 

52, 651 

44, 391 

122, 197 

243,911 

Other service charges, commissions 










fees, and collection and exchange 








i 


charges 

229, 992 

378 

4, 175 

9, 251 

18, 498 

13, 644 

13, 459 

45, 947 

124, 640 

Trust depEirtment 

435, 331 

1 

203 

1,087 

7, 335 

17, 177 

23, 511 

96, 187 ' 

' 289, 830 

Other current operating revenue .... 

257, 438 

198 

1, 982 

6, 009 

12, 588 

11, 574 

1 2, 709 

37, 149 1 

[ 175,229 

Total current operating revenue ^ 

12, 650, 943 

] 8, 632 

198, 568 

523, 085 

1, 094, 478 

897, 159 

851, 913 

2, 474, 796 | 

j 6,592,312 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-28 — Continued 

Income and expenses of National banks, ♦ by deposit size, year ended Dec. 31, 19&7 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Banks operating full year with deposits in December 1967, of— 



Total 

$2,000.0 

$2,000.1 

$5,000.1 

$10,000.1 

$25,000.1 

$50,000.1 

$100,000.1 

Over 



and under 

to $5,000.0 

to $10,000.0 

to $25,000.0 

to $50,000.0 

to $100,000.0 

to $500,000.0 

$500,000.0 

Current operating expenses: 










Salaries and wages: § 










Officers 

$901, 734 

, $4,048 

1 $30,651 

1 $61, 728 

1 $106, 714 

$79, 203 

$70, 679 

$187,626 

1 $361, 085 

Rmployees other than officers. . . 

1,673, 051 

1, 653 

21, 147 

60, 525 

131, 176 

1 14, 232 

110, 711 

350, 988 

882,619 

Mumher of officers 

75, 808 

684 

3, 598 

6, 386 

10, 261 

6, 846 

5, 707 

14, 795 

27, 531 

Number of employees other than 










officers 

369, 780 

615 

5, 971 

1 16, 155 

34, 504 

28, 710 

27, 058 

79, 007 

177, 760 

Officer and employee benefits — pen- 










sions, hospitalization, social secur- 










ity, insurance, etc 

391, 192 

422 

4, 604 

13,074 

29, 115 

25, 433 

24,687 , 

80, 132 

213, 723 

Fees paid to directors and members 










of executive, discount and other 










committees 

43, 286 

419 

1 3, 301 

6, 681 

10, 206 

5, 724 

4,067 

7, 123 

5, 765 

Interest on time and savings deposits. . 

4, 418, 031 

4, 152 

56, 678 

168,013 

369, 491 

304, 045 

295, 578 

781,031 

2, 439 ; 043 

Interest and discount on borrowed 










money] 1 

153, 825 

58 

259 

825 

1,609 

3, 111 

3, 602 

22, 218 

122, 143 

Net occupancy expense of bank prem- 










ises 

489, 366 

877 

8, 507 

22, 402 

45, 422 

37, 296 

37, 170 

100, 583 

237, 109 

Furniture and equipment — deprecia- 










tion, rents, servicing, uncapital- 










ized costs, etc 

313, 130 

418 

4, 916 

12, 782 

26, 597 

23, 769 

25, 400 

81, 483 

137, 765 

Other current operating expenses .... 

1, 311, 831 

2, 405 

24, 264 

61,831 

129, 429 

106, 223 

97, 095 

275, 366 

615, 218 

Total current operating expenses 

9, 695, 446 

14,452 

154, 327 

407, 861 

849, 759 

699, 036 

668, 989, 

1, 886, 550 

5, 014, 472 

Net current operating earnings 

2, 955, 497 

4, 180 

44, 241 

115* 224 

244, 719 

198, 123 

182, 924 

588, 246 

1, 577, 840 

Recoveries, transfers from valuation re- 










serves and profits: 










On securities: 










Profits and securities sold or re- 








1 


deemed 

91, 181 

59 

957 

2, 926 

8,010 

7, 333 

7, 096 

19, 603 

, 45, 197 

Recoveries i 

1 2, 570 

1 

68 

199 

580 

359 

357 

285 

721 

Transfers from valuation re- 










serves 1 

1 36, 704 

0 

39 

*97 

1, 838 

2, 396 

1, 527 

1 6,757 ^ 

1 23, 950 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 


On loans: 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation re- 
serves 

All other . 

6, 670 

28, 705 
86, 769 

' 280 

17 

1 32 

1, 765 

324 

, 928 

1, 910 

1,021 

1 2, 285 

1, 255 

2, 677 

4, 906 

1 

i 461 

1, 015 
5, 583 

141 

2, 065 

4, 118 

1 294 

5, 577 
10,623 

1 

j 564 

16,009 
58, 294 

Total recoveries^ transfers from valua- 









144, 735 

lion reserves and profits 

252, 599 

389 

4, 081 

8, 538 

j 19, 266 

17, 147 

15, 304 

43, 139 

Losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valua- 
tion reserves: 

On securities : 

Losses on securities sold 

75, 963 

99 

1, 037 

3, 173 

6, 565 

6, 511 

4, 388 

16, 108 

38, 082 

Chargeoffs on securities not sold . . 

4,483 

5 

226 

710 

1, 273 ' 

405 

246 

490 

1, 128 

Transfers to valuation reserves. . . . 

52, 179 ' 

10 

106 1 

488 

2, 280 

3, 262 

1, 903 

7, 660 

36, 470 

On loeuis: 

Losses and chargeoffs 

13, 563 

572 

4, 088 

4, 200 

2, 726 

1,275 ' 

162 ' 

402 

138 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

519, 044 

482 

7, 684 

23,411 

47, 441 

37, 252 

34, 604 

96, 531 ! 

271, 639 

All other 

105, 434 

96 

1, 137 

4, 094 

8, 337 

6, 893 

7, 700 

16,868 

60, 309 

Total losses y chargeoffs y and transfers to 






1 




valuation reserves 

770, 666 

1, 264 

14, 278 

36, 076 

68, 622 

55, 598 

49, 003 

138, 059 

407, 766 

Net income before related taxes 

2, 437, 430 

3, 305 

34,044 

87, 686 

195, 363 

159, 672 j 

149, 225 

493, 326 

1, 314, 809 

Taxes on net income: 










Federal 

594, 047 

652 

7, 191 

19, 689 

46, 093 

38, 232 

37, 750 

132, 478 

311,962 

State 

85, 892 

67 

675 

1, 736 

3, 223 i 

2, 751 

1, 995 

8, 475 

66, 970 

Total taxes on net income 

679, 939 

719 

7, 866 

21, 425 

49, 316 

40, 983 

39, 745 

140, 953 

378, 932 

Net income before dividends 

1, 757, 491 

2, 586 

26, 178 

66, 261 

1 146, 047 

118, 689 

109, 480 

352, 373 

935, 877 

Cash dividends declared: 










On common stock 

794, 056 

991 

j 9, 609 

24, 041 

52, 464 

45, 659 

43, 607 

154, 968 

462, 717 

On preferred stock 

2, 124 

1 

0 

32 

58 

8 

74 

211 

1, 740 

Total cash dividends declared 

796, 180 

992 

9, 609 

24, 073 

52, 522 

45, 667 

; 43, 681 

155, 179 

464, 457 

Net income after dividends 

961, 311 

1, 594 

16, 569 

42, 188 

93, 525 

73, 022 

65, 799 

197, 194 

471, 420 


♦Includes newly organized National banks opened during 1967. 

I This includes the agfgjregate book value of debentures, preferred stock, common stock, surplus, undivided profits, and reserves. 
Includes revenues from the sales of Federal funds. 

SNumber of employees at year end excluding building employees. 

{[includes expenses incurred in purchasing Federal funds. 
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Table B-29 

Capital accounts, net profits, and dividends of National hanks, 1944—67 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Year (fast ccUf) 

Pfumber 
of banks 

Capital stock (pat value')* 


J^et profits 
before 
dividends 

Cash dividends 

Ratios (percent) 

Preferred 

Common 

7o/a/ 

Total 

capital 

accounts* 

On 

Preferred 

stock 

On 

common 

stock 

Pfet profits 
before 
dividends 
to capital 
accounts 

Cash divi^ 
dends to 
net profits 
before 
dividends 

Cash divi- 
dends on 
preferred 
stock to 
preferred 
capital 

Total cash 
dividends 
to capital 
accounts 

1944 

5, 031 

$110, 597 

$1,440, 519 

$1, 551, 116 

$4, 114,972 

$411,844 

$5, 296 

$139, 012 

10. 01 

35. 04 

4. 79 

3. 51 

1945 

5,023 

80, 672 

1, 536, 212 

1, 616,884 

4, 467, 618 

490, 133 

4, 131 

151, 525 

lO. 97 

31. 76 

5. 12 

3.48 

1946 

5, 013 

53, 202 

1,646,631 

1, 699,833 

4, 893, 038 

494, 898 

2,427 

167, 702 

10. 11 

34. 38 

4. 56 

3.48 

1947 

5, on 

32, 529 

1, 736,676 

1, 769, 205 

5, 293, 267 

452,983 

1,372 

182, 147 

8. 56 

40. 51 

4. 22 

3. 47 

1948 

4, 997 

25, 128 

1,779,362 

1,804,490 

5, 545, 993 

423, 757 

1, 304 

192,603 

7. 64 

45. 76 

5. 19 

3. 50 

1949 

4, 981 

20,979 

1,863,373 

1, 884, 352 

5,811,044 

474, 881 

1, 100 

203, 644 

8. 17 

43. 11 

5. 24 

3. 52 

1950 

4, 965 

16,079 

1, 949, 898 

1,965,977 

6, 152, 799 

537,610 

712 

228, 792 

8. 74 

42.69 

4.43 

3. 73 

1951 

4, 946 

12,032 

2, 046, 018 

2, 058, 050 

6,506,378 

506,695 

615 

247, 230 

7. 79 

49. 04 

5. 11 

3. 81 

1952 

4,916 

6, 862 

2, 171,026 

2, 177,888 

6, 875, 134 

561,481 

400 

258, 663 

8- 17 

46. 14 

5.83 

3. 77 

1953 

4,864 

5, 512 

2, 258, 234 

2, 263, 746 

7, 235, 820 

573, 287 

332 

274, 884 

7. 92 

48. 01 

6. 02 

3. 80 

1954 

4, 796 

4, 797 

2, 381, 429 

2, 386, 226 

7, 739, 553 

741, 065 

264 

299, 841 

9. 58 

40. 50 

5. 50 

3. 88 

1955 

4, 700 

4, 167 

2, 456, 454 

2, 460, 621 

7, 924, 719 

643, 149 

203 

309, 532 

8. 12 

48. 16 

4. 87 

3. 91 

1956 

4, 659 

3, 944 

2, 558, 1 1 1 

2, 562, 055 

8, 220, 620 

647, 141 

177 

329, 777 

7. 87 

50. 99 

4.49 

4. 01 

1957 

4, 627 

3, 786 

2, 713, 145 

2, 716, 931 

8, 769, 839 

729, 857 

171 

363, 699 

8. 32 

49. 85 

4. 52 

4. 15 

1958 

4, 585 

3, 332 

2, 871, 785 

2,875, 117 

9, 412, 557 

889, 120 

169 

392, 822 

9.45 

44. 20 

5. 07 

4. 18 

1959 

4, 542 

3, 225 

3, 063, 407 

3, 066, 632 

10, 003, 852 

800, 311 

165 

422, 703 

8- 00 

52. 84 

5. 12 

4. 23 

1960 

4, 530 

2, 050 

3, 257, 208 

3, 259, 258 

lO, 695, 539 

1, 046, 419 

99 

450, 830 

9. 78 

43. 09 

4. 83 

4. 22 

1961 

4, 513 

2, 040 

3, 464, 126 

3,466, 166 

11, 470, 899 

1,042, 201 

119 

485, 960 

9. 09 

46. 64 

5. 83 

4. 24 

1962 

4, 503 

9, 852 

3, 662, 603 

3, 672, 455 

12, 289, 305 

1, 068, 843 

202 

517, 546 

8. 70 

48.44 

2. 05 

4. 21 

1963 

4, 615 

24, 304 

3, 861, 738 

3, 886, 042 

13, 102,085 

1,205,917 

1, 126 

547, 060 

9. 20 

45.46 

4. 63 

4. 18 

1964 

4, 773 

27,281 

4, 135, 789 

4, 163, 070 

i 14,297,834 

1, 213, 284 

1, 319 

591, 491 

8. 49 

48. 86 

4. 83 

4. 15 

1965 

4,815 

28, 697 

4, 600, 390 

4, 629, 087 

16, 111, 704 

1, 387, 228 

1,453 

681,802 

8. 61 

49. 15 

5. 06 

4. 24 

1966 

4, 799 

29, 120 

5, 035, 685 

5, 064, 805 

17, 971, 372 

1, 582,535 

1, 348 

736, 591 

8. 81 

46. 63 

4. 63 

4. 11 

1967 

4, 758 

38, 081 

5, 224, 214 

5, 262, 295 

19, 095, 324 

1, 757,491 

2, 124 

794, 056 

9. 20 

45. 30 

5. 58 

4. 17 


♦These are averages of data from the Reports of Condition of the previous December, and June and December of the respective years. 
Note: For earlier data, see Annual Reports oj the Comptroller of the Currenc^^ 1938, p. 115, and 1963, p. 306. 
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Table B-30 

Loan losses and recoveries oj NaHotuU hanks, 1945-67 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


rear 

ToUd loans end 
of year 

Losses and 
chargeoffs* 

Recoveries^ 

J^et losses or 
recoveries (+) 

Ratio of rut 
losses or net 
recoveries (+) 
loans 

1945 

$13, 948, 042 
17,309,767 
21, 480, 457 
23,818,513 
23, 928, 293 
29, 277, 480 
32, 423, 777 

36, 119,673 

37, 944, 146 
39,827,678 
43, 559, 726 
48, 248, 332 
50, 502, 277 
52, 796, 224 
59, %1, 989 
63, 693, 668 
67, 308, 734 
75,548,316 
83,388,446 
95, 577, 392 

116,833,479 
126, 881, 261 
136,752.887 

$29,652 

44,520 

73,542 

$37,392 

41,313 

+$7, 740 
3,207 
29, 913 
19,349 
33, 199 

Percent 

+0.06 

1946 

.02 

1947 

43; 629 

.14 

1948 

50' 482 

31' 133 

.08 

1949 

59' 482 

26; 283 
31, 525 

. 14 

1950 

45, 970 

14; 445 
22, 108 

.05 

1951 

53' 940 

3i;832 

.07 

1952 

52' 322 

32,996 

19; 326 
32, 201 
25,674 
29,478 
41,006 
35,428 
38, 173 

.05 

1953 

68, 533 
67, 198 

36, 332 

.08 

1954 

41, 524 

.06 

1955 

68, 951 
78,355 

39,473 

.07 

1956 

37, 349 

.08 

1957 

74,437 
88, 378 

39,009 
50, 205 

.07 

1958 

.07 

1959 

80,507 

54,740 

25, 767 
130, 177 
112,412 
97,617 
121, 724 

.04 

1960 

181,683 

51,506 

.20 

1961 

164, 765 
157,040 

52,353 

. 17 

1962 

59,423 

. 13 

1963 

190, 188 
239, 319 
276, 737 

68,464 

113,635 

86,911 

. 15 

1964 

125,684 
189, 826 
240, 880 
279, 257 

. 13 

1965 

. 16 

1966 

341,505 

100,625 

112,434 

.19 

1%7 

391, 691 

.20 


Average for 1945-67 

56,396,981 

125, 182 

53,047 

79, 135 

. 13 



* Excludes transfers to valuation reserves beginning in 1948. 
fExcludes transfers from valuation reserves beginning in 1948. 


Note: For earlier data, see Annual Report of die Comptroller of the Currency, 1947, p, 100. 
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Table B-31 

Securities losses and recoveries oj National banks^ 1945~€7 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Year 

Total seemities 
end oj year 

Lasses and 
ehargeoffs* 

Recoveries^ 

Net losses or 
recoveries (-[-) 

Ratio oj rut 
losses to 
securities 

1945 

1 $55,611,609 
46,642,816 

1 44, 009, 966 

! 40, 228, 353 

! 44, 207, 750 

$74, 627 
74, 620 
69, 785 

$54, 153 
33, 816 

$20, 474 
40,804 

Percent 

0.04 

1946 

.09 

1947 

25; 571 
25, 264 

44 ; 214 

.10 

1948 

55' 369 

30, 105 
16,079 
15,316 
50, 834 
67, 265 
no, 799 
40, 183 
137, 100 

.07 

1949 

23, 595 
26, 825 

I 57, 546 

76, 524 
119, 124 

7 ; 516 
11,509 

.04 

1950 

1 43, 022, 623 

.04 

1951 

i 43' 043' 617 

6,712 
9, 259 
8, 325 
9,286 
15, 758 

. 12 

1952 

I 44' 292' 285 

.15 

1953 

44i 210' 233 
48, 932, 258 

.25 

1954 

49,469 
152, 858 
238, 997 
151, 152 

.08 

1955 

42, 857, 330 

; .32 

1956 

40, 503, 392 

13, 027 

225, 970 
145,346 

i .56 

1957 

40, 981, 709 

5,806 
12, 402 

.35 

1958 

46, 788, 224 
42, 652, 855 

67,455 
483, 526 
154, 372 
51,236 

55,053 

.12 

1959 

18,344 

465, 182 

1.09 

1960 

43, 852, 194 

21, 198 

133, 174 

.30 

1961 

49, 093, 539 
51,705, 503 
52, 601, 949 

10,604 
6, 350 

40,632 

41,599 

.08 

1962 

47,949 
45, 923 
86, 500 
67, 898 
302, 656 
149,545 

.08 

1963 

7, 646 
4,117 
4,650 
5, 635 
6,400 

38, 277 
82, 383 
63,248 1 

.07 

1964 

54,366, 781 
57, 309, 892 
57, 667, 429 

. 15 

1965 

. 11 

1966 

297,021 : 
143, 145 ; 

.52 

1967 

69, 656, 371 

.21 



AvCTage for 1945-67 

48, 010, 377 

114,241 

14, 059 

100,183 

.21 



♦Excludes transfers to valuation reserves beeinning in 1948. 
f Excludes transfers from valuatim reserves Deginning in 1948. 

Note: For earlier data, see Annual Report oJ the Comptroller oJ the Currency^ 1947, p. 100. 


Table B-32 

Total assets oj foreign branches* oj National banks^ year end 1953-67 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 

$1, 780, 926 
2, 008, 478 
2,678,717 
3, 319, 879 
7, 241, 068 
9, 364, 278 
11, 856,316 

1960 1, 628, 510 

♦Includes military facilities operated abroad by National banks in 1966 and thereafter. 


1953 $1,682,919 1961. 

1954 1,556,326 1962, 

1955 1,116,003 1963 

1956 1,301,883 1964 

1957 1,342,616 1965 

1958 1,405,020 1966, 

1959 1,543,985 1967. 
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Table B-33 


Foreign branches of National banks^ 1960-67 


End of year 

Number of branches 
operated by National 
banks 

National bank 
branches as a per^ 
centage of total foreign 
branches of IJ.S, 
banks 

End of year 

Number of branches 
operated by National 
banks 

National hank 
branches as a per^ 
centage of total 
foreign branches of 
UN. banks 

I960 

93 

75. 0 

1964 

138 

76. 7 

1961 

102 

75.6 

1965 

196 

93.5 

1962 1 

111 

76. 6 

1966 

230 

94. 3 

1963 

124 

77.5 

1967 

278 

95.5 




Table B-34 


Assets and liabilities of foreign branches and military facilities of National banks^ Dec. 30 ^ 1967: consolidated statement 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Gash and cash items $199, 943 

Due from banlis (time and demand) 1, 534, 568 

Securities 262, 312 

Loans and discounts 4, 723, 091 

Customers’ liability on acceptances 586, 086 

Fixed assets 63, 460 

Other assets 127, 094 

Due from bead office and branches (gross) 4, 359, 762 


Total 11,856,316 


Total demand deposits $1, 982, 708 

Total time deposits 6,604,741 

U.S. Government deposits 234, 981 

Certified checks, officers’ checks, official checks. . 77, 500 


Total deposits 8, 899, 930 


Other liabilities and borrowed funds 290, 266 

Liabilities on acceptances 587,239 

Due to head office and branches (gross, including 
capital) 2, 078, 881 


Total 11,856,316 
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Table B-35 


Assets and liabilities oj National banks, date of last report of condition, 1950—67 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Tear 

Number 
of banks 

Total easels 

Cash and 
due from 
banks 

U.S, Gov^ 
ernment 
obligations 

Other 

securities 

Loans and 
discounts, net 

Other assets 

Total 

deposits 

Liabilities 
for \ 

borrowed 
money 

Other 

liabilities 

Capital 

Surplus, 
undivided 
profits and 
reserves 

1950. . . 

4,965 

$97, 240, 093 

$23,813, 435 

$35,691,560 

$7, 331,063 

$29, 277, 480 

$1, 126, 555 

$89, 529, 632 I 

$76, 644 

$1, 304, 828 

$2, 001,650 

$4, 327, 339 

1951. . . 

4, 946 

102, 738, 560 

26,012, 158 

35, 156, 343 

7, 887, 274 

32, 423, 111 

1,259,008 1 

94,431,561 

15, 484 

1, 621,397 

2, 105, 345 

4, 564, 773 

1952. . . 

4,916 

108, 132, 743 

26, 399, 403 

35, 936, 442 

8, 355, 843 

36, 1 19, 673 

1, 321, 382 i 

99, 257, 776 i 

73, 921 

1, 739, 825 

2, 224, 852 

4, 834, 369 

1953. . . 

4, 864 

110, 116, 699 

26, 545, 518 

35, 588, 763 

8, 621,470 

37, 944, 146 

1,416,802 

100, 947, 233 

14, 851 

1, 745, 099 

2, 301, 757 

5, 107, 759 

1954. . . 

4,796 1 

116, 150,569 

25, 721,897 

39, 506, 999 

9, 425, 259 

39, 827, 678 

1, 668, 736 

106, 145, 813 

11,098 

1,889, 416 

2, 485, 844 

5, 618,398 

1955. . . 

4, 700 ; 

1 13, 750, 287 

25, 763, 440 

33, 690, 806 

9, 166, 524 

43, 559, 726 

1, 569, 791 

104, 217, 989 

107, 796 

1, 488, 573 

2, 472, 624 

5, 463, 305 

1956.. .1 

4,659 

117, 701, 982 

27, 082, 497 

31,680, 085 

8, 823, 307 

48, 248, 332 

1, 867, 761 

107, 494, 823 

18, 654 

1, 716, 373 

2, 638, 108 

5, 834, 024 

1957. . .: 

4,627 

120, 522, 640 

26, 865, 134 

31,338, 076 

9, 643, 633 

50, 502, 277 

2, 173, 520 

109,436,311 

38, 324 

1, 954, 788 

2, 806, 213 

6, 278, 004 

1958. . . 

4,585 1 

128, 796, 966 

26, 864, 820 

35, 824, 760 

10,963,464 i 

52, 796, 224 

2, 347, 698 

117, 086, 128 

43, 035 

1, 999, 002 

2, 951, 279 

6, 717,522 

1959... 

4,542 1 

132,636, 113 

27, 464, 245 

31, 760, 970 

10, 891, 885 

59, 961, 989 

2, 557, 024 

119, 637, 677 

340, 362 

2, 355, 957 

3, 169, 742 

7, 132, 375 

1960. . . 

4,530 ! 

139, 260,867 

28, 674, 506 

32, 711, 723 

11, 140,471 

63, 693, 668 

3, 040, 499 

124, 910, 851 

110, 590 

3, 141, 088 

3, 342, 850 

7, 755, 488 

1961. . . 

4,513 : 

150, 809, 052 

31, 078,445 

36, 087, 678 

13, 005, 861 

67, 308, 734 

3, 328, 334 

135, 510, 617 

224,615 

3, 198, 514 

3, 577, 244 

8, 298, 062 

1962. . . 

4,505 : 

160, 657, 006 

29, 683, 580 

35, 663, 248 

16, 042, 255 

75, 548, 316 

3, 719, 607 

142, 824,891 

1, 635, 593 

3, 446, 772 

! 3, 757, 646 

8, 992, 104 

1963. . . 

4,615 ! 

170,233, 363 

28, 634, 500 

33, 383, 886 

19, 218, 063 

83, 388, 446 

5, 608, 468 

150, 823, 412 

395, 201 

5, 466, 572 

4,029,243 

9, 518,935 

1964. . . 

4,773 

190, 112, 705 

34, 065, 854 

33, 537, 250 

20, 829, 53 1 

95, 577, 392 

6, 102, 678 

169, 616, 780 

299, 308 

5, 148, 422 

; 4, 789, 943 

10, 258, 252 

1965. . . 

4,815 ! 

219, 102, 608 

36, 880, 248 

3 1, 895, 565 

25, 414, 327 

116, 833, 479 

8, 078, 989 

193, 859, 973 

172, 087 

7, 636, 524 

6, 089, 792 

1 1, 334, 232 

1966. . . 

4, 799 ' 

235, 996, 034 

41, 689, 580 

30, 354, 996 

27, 312, 433 

127, 453, 846 

9, 185, 179 

206, 456, 287 

1, 105, 147 

9, 975, 692 

6, 299, 133 

12, 159, 775 

1967. . . 

4,758 1 

i 

263, 374, 709 

46, 633, 658 

34, 307, 948 

35, 348, 423 

136, 752, 887 

10, 331, 793 

231, 374,420 

296,821 

1 1, 973, 852 

1 

6, 602, 519 

13, 127, 097 


Note; For earlier data^ revised for certain years and made comparable to those in this table, references should be made as follows: Years 1863 to 1913, inclusive. 
Comptroller's Anniud Report for 1913; figtires 1914 to 1919, inclusive, report for 1936; figures 1920 to 1939, inclusive, report for 1939; and figures 1936 to 1949, inclusive, 
report for 1966. 
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Table B-36 

Common trust junds^ by States, 1966 and 1967* 



Number oj banks 
with common 
trust funds 

Number of 
common trust 
funds 

Number of account 
participations 

Total assets of ftmds 

1 {millions) 

Percent change 
in assets 

i 

1966 

1967 

1966 

1967 

1966 

1967 

1966 

1967 

1965-66 

1966-67 

Total United States . . . 

497 1 

539 

1, 089 

' 1, 195 

295, 325 

316, 947 

$7,612.0 

$8, 347.5 

\ 1.1 

9.7 

Alabama 

6 ' 

7 

10 

! 13 

, 1,841 

2, 118 

19.3 

22.6 

6.6 

17.1 

Alaska 

1 1 

1 

1 

i 1 

1 45 

51 

A 

.6 

— 

50.0 

Arizona 

4 

4 

13 

1 13 

2,606 

2, 858 

71.2 

82.4 

7.7 

15.7 

Arkansas 

3 I 

3 

4 

4 

985 

1,026 

10.2 

11.9 

; 6.3 

16.7 

California 

11 

11 

35 

36 

' 24, 042 

25,949 

521.2 

613.0 

i 1.9 

17.6 

Colorado 

13 

14 

25 

30 

6, 325 

6,304 

166.2 

199.8 

i 5.5 

20.2 

Connecticut 

12 

16 

26 

34 

5,990 

7,338 

169,3 

200.7 

-4.8 

18.5 

Delaware 

3 

3 

10 

9 

3, 381 

3, 169 

91.7 

83.1 

i 21,9 

-9.4 

District of Columbia 

4 

6 

7 

12 

2, 736 

3, 109 

84.5 

99.1 

i 1-2 

17.3 

Florida 

17 

16 

31 

31 

3,916 

4,009 

73.4 

85.5 

3.5 

16.5 

Georgia 

8 

10 

19 

22 

4,967 

5,214 

106.5 

119,1 

-7.5 

11.8 

Hawaii 

3 

3 

7 

7 

1,429 i 

1,617 

22.9 

27 A 

1.3 

19.6 

Idaho 

3 i 

3 

5 

5 

339 i 

677 i 

3.5 

7.5 

52.2 

214.3 

Illinois 

13 

16 

32 

38 

9,449 1 

10, 999 1 

404.8 

455.9 

10.4 

12.6 

Indiana ; 

13 

15 

26 

34 

3,881 

4,646 1 

67.2 

83.7 

-16,4 

24.6 

Iowa 

2 

3 

4 

7 

627 ' 

948 1 

15.8 

21,6 

29,5 

36.7 

Kansas 

4 

6 1 

8 

12 

589 1 

770 

9.5 

13.9 

8.0 

46.3 

Kentucky 

7 

7 : 

12 

16 

2, 514 

2,788 

43.0 

50.6 

-1.4 

i 17.7 

Louisiana 

2 

2 

2 

2 

275 1 

314 

3.7 

3.9 

8.8 

5.4 

Maine 

7 

8 

17 

19 

2, 342 j 

2,688 

61.8 

66,9 

1.1 

8.3 

Maryland 

6 

7 1 

14 

17 

6,345 ' 

6,991 ! 

167.2 

179.2 

-2.4 

7.2 

Massachusetts 

23 

24 1 

46 

54 

12,842 1 

14, 029 ! 

475.5 

513.0 

-3.9 

7.9 

Michigan 

14 

13 

43 

40 

9,060 

^653 

231,7 

216.0 

22.7 

-6.8 

Minnesota 

9 

10 

23 

27 

5,716 

6,513 

97.3 

124.6 

-6.9 

28.1 

Mississippi 

2 

2 

5 

5 

1,090 

1,403 

11.6 

19.5 

.9 

68.1 

Missouri 

10 

10 

25 

26 

10,512 

11, 287 

275.6 

295.8 

-6,6 

7.3 

Montana 

3 

3 

5 

5 

614 

672 

6.4 

7.6 

6.7 

18.7 

Nebraska ' 

4 

4 

7 

7 

1,490 

1, 731 

29.8 

37.7 

18,3 

26.5 

Nevada ! 

1 

1 

3 

3 

471 

508 

7,1 

8.5 

7.6 

19.7 

New Hampshire 

4 

4 

6 

6 

314 

339 

10.2 

11.4 

-8.1 

11.8 

New Jersey 

17 

19 

36 

39 

6,981 

7, 659 

109.6 

127.1 

3.3 

16.0 

New Mexico 

2 

4 

6 

8 

1, 192 

1, 362 

21.1 

26.3 

12.2 

24.6 

New York 

24 

25 

79 

80 

28,009 

28, 575 

1,416.3 

1, 530.4 

.1 

8.1 

North Carolina 

10 

11 

21 

24 : 

8,960 

9, 599 

165.4 

191.0 

14.7 1 

15.5 

North Dakota 

3 

3 

6 


563 

751 

3.4 

6.5 

-17.1 

91.2 

Ohio 

25 

28 

66 

75 ! 

10, 232 

12, 194 

280.7 

348.1 

-10.6 i 

24.0 

Oklahoma 

6 

6 

16 

16 i 

1, 465 

1,570 

29.8 

38.0 

10.0 

27.5 

Oregon 

4 

4 , 

12 i 

13 1 

4,949 

5, 236 

85.2 

98.2 

-6.7 , 

15.3 

Pennsylvania 

75 

83 

140 i 

154 * 

63, 680 

64,008 

1,425.4 

1,372.3 

.2 ! 

-3.7 

Rhode Island 

3 

3 ! 

10 ! 

10 

1,924 

2, 065 

45.4 

51.7 

7.1 j 

13.9 

South Carolina 

2 

! 

3 

4 

7 

1,589 

2, 298 

14.5 

27.4 

-32.2 ' 

89.0 

South Dakota 

5 

5 

9 

9 

705 

757 

6.5 

7.4 

12.1 

13.8 

Tennessee 

10 

10 

15 

15 

2,614 

2,657 

48,5 

54.5 

3.4 1 

12.4 

Texas 

31 , 

33 

61 

63 

8,566 

10, 419 

238.2 

287.6 

-1.9 ' 

20.7 

Utah 

5 i 

5 

10 

10 

2, 367 

2, 550 

25.0 

29.3 

83.8 

17.2 

Vermont 

7 

7 

12 

12 

863 I 

941 

8.6 

9.5 

11.7 

10.5 

Virginia 

23 

25 

45 

50 

8,315 

8,589 

180.3 

194.6 

4.0 

7.9 

Washington 

7 

7 

24 

21 

6,273 

6,529 

119.7 

137.7 

9.2 

15.0 

West Virginia 

9 

9 

10 

10 

1, 100 1 

1,338 

14.1 

17.1 

10.8 

21.3 

Wisconsin 

17 

17 

36 

j 36 

8, 245 , 

9, 132 

115.9 

132.3 

9.0 

14.2 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


*Thcye Ggui-oi wcic dciived Crom a soivey of bonks and truet companies operating common tnitir funds. Data arc for the last 
valuation date in 1966 and 1967. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-37 

Trust assets and income of National banks, by States, calendar 1967 



Accounts where National banks exercise investment responsibility* 
{Dollar amounts in miilions) 

Trust depart- 
merU income 
{Dollar 
amounts tn 
thousands') 

Number 
of banks 

Employee 
benefit 
accounts \ 

Other trust 
accoutUsX 

Total trust 
accounts 

United States 

1,651 

$34, 748 

$60, 729 

$95, 467 

$438, 618 

Alabama 

28 

233 

662 

885 

4,052 

Alaska 

4 

6 

11 

17 

148 

Arizma 

3 

26 

380 

406 

3, 137 

Arkansas 

29 

16 

216 

232 

804 

California 

16 

2,691 

4, 324 

7,015 

48,856 

Colorado 

28 

157 

1,028 

1, 185 

8,336 

Connecticut 

13 

231 

1,393 

1,624 

8,668 

Delaweue 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia § 

6 

222 

1,093 

1, 315 

7,443 

Florida 

77 

233 

2, 136 

2, 369 

12,904 

Georgia 

26 

223 

864 

1,087 

6,688 

Hawaii 

1 

20 

99 

119 

781 

Idaho 

3 

10 

39 

49 

347 

Illinois 

149 

5,371 

5, 386 

10, 757 

46, 955 

Indiana 

95 

278 

1,800 

2,078 

8,814 

Iowa 

45 

50 

340 

390 

2, 188 

Kansas 

43 

33 

397 

430 

2,023 

Kentucky. 

50 

32 

359 

391 

1, 975 

Louisiana 

19 

94 

194 

288 

1,804 

Maine 

18 

24 

216 

240 

1,492 

Maryland 

11 

76 

482 

558 

2,925 

Massachusetts 

57 

1, 141 

2,352 

3,493 

17,177 

Michigam 

33 

2,828 

1, 925 

4, 753 

14, 692 

Minnesota 

19 

742 

1 1,513 

' 2, 255 

10,431 

Missisippi 

17 

37 

157 

' 194 

933 

Missouri 

35 

602 

1,853 

2,455 

10, 466 

Montana. 

11 

2 

38 

40 

274 

Nebraska 

19 i 

81 

413 

494 

2,859 

Nevada 

2 i 

4 

122 

126 

1,006 

New Haunpshire 

20 

6 

109 

115 

627 

New Jersey 

89 

182 

1,411 

1,593 

11,913 

New Mexico 

16 

13 

170 

163 

823 

New York 

80 

1 1, 106 

7, 898 

19,004 

75, 187 

North Catrolina 

15 

172 

650 

822 

3,736 

North Dakota 

8 

8 

52 

60 

436 

Ohio 

53 

1, 166 

3, 148 

4,314 

15,896 

Oklahoma 

36 

165 

688 

853 

3,813 

Oregon 

2 

170 

545 

715 

4,355 

Pennsylvamia 

142 

4, 171 

8, 116 

12,287 

40,581 

Rhode Island 

2 

161 

333 

494 

1,963 

South Carolina 

8 

76 

349 

425 

1,867 

South Dakota 

9 

13 

60 

73 

602 

Tennessee 

28 

111 

1, 126 

1,237 

5,623 

Texas 

134 

I, 085 

3, 156 

4,241 

21, 098 

Utah 

2 

57 

127 

184 

936 

Vermont 

11 

5 

40 

45 

289 

Virginia 

52 

137 

1,058 

1, 195 

7, 257 

WamingtoD 

11 

274 

1,034 

1,308 

7, 359 

West Virginia 

28 

13 

283 

296 

1,541 

Wisconsin 

35 

192 

532 

724 

4,223 

Wyoming 

13 

2 

52 

54 

315 


♦As of December 1967. 

fEmployee benefit accounts include all accounts where the bank acts as trustee, regardless of whether investments are partially, 
or wholly, directed by others. Instired plans or portions of plans ftinded by insurance are ouiitted, as are employee benefit accounts 
held as agent. 

^Includes all accounts, except employee benefit accounts and corporate accounts, in which the bank acts in the following, or 
umllar, capacities: Trustee (regardless or whether investments are duected by others), executor, administrator, gueirdian; omits 
all agency accounts and accounts where the bank acts as registrar of stocks and bonds, assignees, receiver, safekeeping agent, custodian, 
escrow agent, or in similar capacities. 

lincludes National and non>National banks in the District of Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 
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Addresses and Selected Congressional Testimony of William B. Camp, 
Comptroller of the Currency 

DaU and Topic 

Page 

May 4, 1967, “Our Comrofm rhirpraej^* : recoaHca hHinrn the: 70th Anmial Onnveritinii, Oklahnina BanVrrs AsiociHliuii, Tulsa, 

Okla 221 

July 7, 1967, before the Texas Bar Association in Convention, Dallas, Tex 224 

July 29, 1967, "Bank Management and Community Development”: remarks before the West Viiginia Bankers Association at 

the Greenbriar Hotel, Homestead, W. Va 227 

Sept- 26, 1967, before the Oeneral Smsinn of the 93rd Anmial Convention of the Aiiiericaii Bankers AsHociation, New York, 

N.Y 230 

Mar. 20, 1967, before the Committee on Banking and Currenry, TTouse of RepreHentatives, Wiwhiiigion, D.C 232 

Apr- 13, 1967, before the Senate Committee on Banking and Cmreney, Washington, D.C 233 

Aug. 2fi, 1967, before the Subrommittee on Financial InRtitntiorm of the Senate Ba«ikiiig aud Currency Coininillee, Wash- 
ington, D.C 234 

Nov. 16, 1967, Testimony by Dean Miller, Deputy Comptroller of the Oirrcney for Trusts, before the Senate Banking and 

Currency Committee, Washington, D.C 236 
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Remarks of William B. Camp, Comptroller of the Currency, Before the 70th Annual ConventioNj 
Oklahoma Bankers Association, Tulsa, Okla., May 4, 1967 


Our Common Purposes 

Looking back over my 30 years with the Comp- 
troller’s Office, one of the continuing pleasures has 
been meeting with bankers such as yourselves. These 
meetings not only provide opportunities for renewing 
friendships, but also stimulate thoughts on our com- 
mon purposes. 

Similar meetings of bankers’ groups were held long 
before any of us attended our first, and we know that 
their objectives were little diflferent from our own. 
Fortunately, the proceedings of these meetings were 
often recorded and they remind us of some of the 
parallels between ourselves and bankers several years 
ago. Shortly after my appointment as Comptroller, a 
friend sent me the July 15, 1905, issue of The Amer- 
ican Banker. 

This issue featured a report of a meeting of the 
Tennessee Banker’s Association, including copies of 
some of the speeches that were made at their 1905 
convention on top of Lookout Mountain. Reading 
these speeches, I was impressed with the enduring 
nature of some of the fundamental principles and 
problems of banking; only the reactions in response 
to the world about us change and therein lies the 
touchstone of successful, meaningful and useful bank 
supervision. Put simply, in order to exploit emerging 
opportunities, we must meet present circumstances and 
developing conditions in new and imaginative fashion. 
Indeed, the commercial bankers have pioneered and 
led in many of the modem innovations that are com- 
monly accepted by business today. 

Banking is a changing field — a dynamic field — and 
I encourage the young men entering the profession, 
just as I encourage you today, to stay abreast of modem 
needs and opportunities. But W'c must, at the same 
time, be sure our reactions and practices are consistent 
with prudent and sound banking operations. Our ulti- 
mate goal is, after all, the preservation of a viable and 
sound banking system. 

This is not an easy task in today’s world of com- 
puters, satellites, and supersonic jets; nor was it in 
years past. According to the July 1905 American 
Banker j we were in “an age of wonderful advance- 


ments, startling discoveries, and fast transportation like 
the ‘Pennsylvania Flyer,* a train which could go from 
New York to Chicago, some 900 miles, in 18 hours — 
wireless telegraphy, the automobile, (and) the flying 
machine.” 

The speakers before the Tennessee bankers were 
fully aware of the difficulties in following “safe, 
prudent banking” practices while adapting to exist- 
ing needs. In lauding the virtues of “conservative 
banking” one speaker observed that “Conservatism as 
commonly interpreted is a very desirable element in 
the makeup of the executive officers and directors of a 
bank, but conservative banking that opposes change be- 
cause it is change has no place among the progressive 
and successful bankers of today.” 

The man who carries a half bushel of com in one 
end of the bag and a large stone in the other end to 
balance it as he rides horseback to the mill, because his 
father did it that way, is out of harmony with this age 
of progress and development And yet, the man who 
grasps at every new fad and change that comes along 
and adopts it because it is change, without first care- 
fully and patiently considering its suitability and de- 
sirability, thinking only how brilliantly he may out- 
strip his more plodding competitors, is an unsafe 
leader. 

Fads are easy to follow; often too easy, not because 
bankers are given to fads and fashions but rather, I 
think, because fads are often imprudent, well meaning 
reactions to a rapidly shifting environment. 

Never before have we been in the midst of an eco- 
nomic climate undergoing such rapid and pervasive 
changes: industries appear almost to arise fullblown 
out of Minerva’s head; the activities of others are 
transformed almost as readily; business and household 
locations shift from central-city to suburbs, from East 
to West, from North to South, from mral to urban 
and back, almost in disregard of traditional locational 
ties. 

These changes are not always predictable and some- 
times follow patterns that are quite une^mected. All of 
you present are aware of industries or of centers of 
residential constmction in your own communities, 
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which once seemingly promised a prosperous and ex- 
tended growth, blit ultimately faded away. No doubt 
we could compile a long list of such disappointments. 

The future course of your communities* industrial 
and residential growth is by no means the only diffi- 
culty m adapting tn a rhanging world. Most these 
conditions rail for new practices, for new credit tech- 
niques, for new bank services, or fc^r expansion exist- 
ing practices. Tn my opmicm, banks in recent years 
have done a truly r/ntstanriing and >!uagiriative jtdi kA 
Hevrlnpirig and adapting flieii pi^icevluirs In icSf" Vise 
to these dcTTHifidfi, and, as stated eailier, in explc»img 
and learfsTig the way for modejn bitsiursS tcchriiMueS. 

The initial irrtrodnrtion of new services, no mallei' 
how carefully thought out in advance, is only one step 
in the ultimate expansion c^f a Iwik^s service* to the 
public. Ur*til v#e. hnw. rxprrfcno^ it is difficult to judgp 
the rffrrts arid the. hr.nefifs of proposed new pi<tclicc9. 
One vital aspect r/f irmrAwtion, especially by banks, 
is the nontinnal and most careful appraisal of infenrma- 
tlon coTsccmirig the rosts and heneGls — ^both to the 
hank and tn its crrstnmrrs— of ar«y newly intividuced 
service. 1 wratld rr.rtainVy not qua a d with any smcei e 
banker striving to be of maximum service to his com- 
munity. I would only caution him to have his home- 
work done, and to first explore a new course as fully 
os possible with all the management techniques and 
tools at his command. 

The present rush by bamk-s to rrrtmcluce credK cards 
m«y serve as a rjisr. in iienrA, On the whcile, H ai^vare 
that hy ver/bsring intri this airji, ha/iks deserve lilgh 
marks for aggressbx^ly sr.rving r.lr.sr and legitimate 
publie needs. Tn a continuing effort to keep o«r cjc*- 
nmination procedures ciirrrn+, we are adding a ^peeial 
section in the rtport dealing excKirively with credit 
cards. This should prove especially valuable to banks 
currently offering credit cards and to those of you 
contemplating the same. 

ScHHC 20 years ago, installment lending by banks 
was approximately at the same point in development 
that credit cards are today. Many forecasted doom if 
banks were to enter the consumer credit field. Yet 
today, the installment loan function is the ^^bread and 
butter** of many banking operations. This was not 
accomplished without problems being encountered, 
but these obstacles were solved by the banking system, 
one that allowed itself the flexibility and foresight to 
adapt under the most negative and pressing conditions. 
No doiiht many of you present helped to make install- 
ment credit the profitable business it is today. 

The credit card is simply another means of extending 
credit. The banker who extends credit, whether it be 
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in large or small amounts, has the responsibility to his 
borrower, to his bank, and to his community to exer- 
cise pnident judgment. Credit is a positive and con- 
stnictive force when administered with intelligence. 
Tndccd, I know of no business or businessman in our 
present, rrrmf/my vriio could smvive and build witiioul 
some form of credit being available to him. 

Credit is r/ri« cf the i/idusUics wiiiwli lias sei ved to 
make our coimtry strong. When abused, it can be 
dcstrwetive, not orrly to the ieei(.ueul, but in exti'eme 
eireurr<j?tMwr.« to the CievlH giaiilcu, aiid uitluiatbly to 
the national econorny. Like atomli: eiieigy, H must be 
hamf..^sed fr/r the goo*l ijf the Naliwi, L>ecause udieu 
perverted, abmed or carelessly adimiustered, it lias 
latent power for destruction. 

CerfAin studies which are now underway, cou{fled 
with the. ne.w y.ctio/i m uui cxAuiuialluii lepuil, hupe- 
fiilly will jwopc.Irit any iidieienl piiAjieuis In lliis activ- 
ity And prfrtnde sruind guideluies fw future upei'atious. 

Vr/r each of us, vpeiatliiu banker and bank super- 
vi.v/r, thk seei).!* tc» be a time for tlioronuli analysis. This 
is nc4 to imply lhal ilie O.iuipli uKci's Office, during my 
tc^/nre, intends lu mt on past giuundwuik^— oidy, that 
change just for the sake of change is not alv/ay^s tlie 
most prudent road to travel. It is just as necessary 
today, as in years past, to maiulaui tile pioper per^jec- 
tive in choming between Innuvatluus and liaditional 
methods. 

During n\y career whli die Office of die Comptroller 
of the Oim'civcy, one c^ iiiy most slgiiKicaut ubsei'vatious 
has been the effoils of die banking system to meet die 
needs of (heir coimiiuiiHies and uui git«il Nation. This 
has been acconrpihliod, bodi ai die Stale and National 
levels, through die establirimieiit of new banks and 
branches, and tliix>ugh die estabiidmient of new super- 
visory and management ledmiques lo aid die banks in 
helping to develop their communities. 

It should be pointed out that this Office does not, of 
course, select any new sites for proposed barddng fadl- 
ities, as tliis determinalioa must rest widi die appli- 
cants. Applications for new charters and branches 
should represent well-meaning efforts to respond to 
the growth, to the changing geograpliic distribution, 
and to the changing population and industrial com- 
position of towns and cities. However, wc frequendy 
find, in reviewing branch and charter applications, 
that these applications are not always well conceived 
and cv(m today’s h^h level of income and giowdi do 
not guarantee the prospects of a poorly located bank 
or branch any more than they guarantee an over- 
extended line of credit. 

The banking system’s structural response to the dial- 
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lenges that have faced it has been widely discussed. 
Much of this discussion has^ in my opinion, been mis- 
directed to the alleged conflicts between the various 
regulatory and supervisory agencies. To me, the re- 
puted conflict has been overdrawn. 

As a member of the Board of Directors of the FDIC, 
1 have not uusscd a single meeting since becoming 
Comptroller. Nor have I missed a meeting of the Co- 
ordinating Committee on Bank Supervision, of which I 
am currently Chairman. 

I do not envision anything other than a very smooth 
operation of the Coordinating Committee. Certainly, 
In a great democratic process such as we have in this 
country, there are bound to arise differing views from 
time to time. But that’s healthy, and those differing 
views will in no way bring about any cleavage in the 
Committee. 

The common objectives of the bank regulatory 
agencies have brought forth productive results in the 
past few months. For example, the agencies devised a 
formula which was inserted in the December 1966 
report of condition in order to obtain the liquidity po^ 
tioii on u given dale of die commercial banking eystem. 
Each insured bank, os a supplement to its report of 
condition, was requested to supply uniform informa- 
tion with respect to its volume of liquid assets. While 
tlie formula employed is by no means perfect, it never- 
uicicaa was uic iii'st tiiiic tuC boiik oupcrvisory agcncics 
iceclvcd uiiifo/ 1/1 liqmdky data on the banking system. 

We initiated a procedure for dealing with the trans- 
fer of information involving changes of ovmcrsiup of 
Insured banks, loans to executive officers, ^lnd loans on 
bank stock. This information is especially helpful to 
cadi agency in disdiarglng its supervisory responsibili- 
ties. In addition, when the occasion warrants, the 
agendes have conducted simultaneous examinations. 
The advertising guidelines are another example. Other 
mailers piesenlly under study are a uniform rq>ort 
of condition, accounting regulations and capiud 
adequacy. 

I am happy to report, in sliort, that the climate 
among tlic regulatory agendes has reached a high 
point from die slandpoint of cooperation and assist- 
ance in all iiialters of mutual interest, and I am con- 
udent diis will redound to die benefit of commercial 
banking throughout this country. 

Tile structure of commerdal banking in the United 
States lias been shaped by the existence of boUi State 
and Nadonal supervisory agencies. Some critics have 
held that the dual banking system Is a vehicle for 
opposing change. 


This is unfortunate, and, quite frankly, wrong! To 
my mind, the dual banking system is well suited for 
fadlitating change and for generally pursuing our 
common purposes. 

As I have stressed, our common purposes stem from 
the necessity, and benefits, of adapting our banking 
practices and institutions to the changes that America’s 
dynamic, and sometimes enutic, development thrusts 
upon the banking system. This development is com- 
plex and varied; some aspects of the changes in the 
economy of Oklahoma and of your own communities 
often differ widely from that of other States and of 
other communities. So, too, must the responses of 
banking in Oklahoma and in other States vary if local 
banks are to best serve their own communities. For in- 
dividual bankers, this sometimes involves an aggressive, 
yet judicious offering of modified or new services that 
are permitted under existing ground rules, our various 
State and Federal banking laws. 

But, as we are all well aware, ground rules which 
were considered adequate, or even liberal, a few dec- 
ades ago may now strangle legitimate efforts of banks 
to best serve their communities. Moreover, ground niles 
that suffice for one State may smother the operations 
of banks that face very different challenges in another 
State. 

The dual banking system^ above all else, provides the 
freedom to rnold tl^e ®TO'*'^d m ^ervp the 
circumstances of indhddiial State<^ TjvvVing at hanking 
in all States, as I must, I am forced to con.sider regu- 
latory policy in terms of its effect on all Narional hanks 
which operate under many and varied rimimstances. 
But for individual States, it seems to me that the dual 
banking system permits a smooth evolution of hanking 
legislation — a particular experiment can be confined 
initially to one State, and individual States are able 
to draw on the results of other States, It also places 
the responsibility for initiating changrx in many ground 
rales with the States’ banking community, bank super- 
visors, and legislature. 

But we must be ever vigilant — we must constantly 
reexamine our ground rules and their restraints on 
services to our oommunities, and wc mujit be cx>n8tantly 
prepared to initiate those changes which studies show 
to be necessary and in the public interest. Only by 
continual reexamination of our policies, can we meet 
the challenges of today’s dynamic economy with ag- 
gressiveness and imagination. Whenever any of us 
neglects the continual review of our policies, be they 
operating, supervisory, or Icgiriativc, wc neglect our 
responsibilides in pursuit of our common purposes. 
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Before the Texas Bar Association in Convention, 
Dallas, Tex., July 7, 1967 

I am honored and pleased to have the opportunity 
to address this distinguished gathering of attorneys 
from my home State of Texas. It is not often that a 
client gets an opportunity to talk back to this many 
lawyers at once, so I accepted the invitation to speak 
to you with special pleasure. 

I think I more than qualify as a client. When I took 
office as Comptroller of the Currency early this year, 
I probably inherited more lawsuits than any Comp- 
troller in history. Fortunately, I also inherited an able 
staff of attorneys. Many of these suits involve impor- 
tant issues which may be of interest to you, and if 
you will excuse a layman’s presentation of these issues, 
I shall be glad to summarize some of them a little 
later. 

Long before the involvement of our Office in ex- 
tensive litigation, the attorneys on our staff were con- 
sidered a highly important element of our team of 
professionals. That team is made up of our Deputy 
Comptrollers, Bank Examiners, Economists and Ad- 
ministrative experts in addition to our attorneys. To- 
gether they make up what we think is one of the most 
competent professional staffs of any agency in Wash- 
ington. Their specialty is bankir^ in all its aspects. 
The function of our Office is the supervision and regu- 
lar examination of all National banks and the enforce- 
ment of all Federal laws and regulations which apply 
to National banks. In cooperation with the other Fed- 
eral and State agencies concerned with financial 
institutions, our sole aim is the furtherance of the 
soundness and liquidity of our entire banking system. 

My title. Comptroller of the Currency, is no longer 
descriptive in any material way, of our functions. As 
all of you I am sure are aware, the National banks 
ceased issuing currency of circulation many years ago. 
The term Administrator of National Banks is much 
more descriptive of our actual operation. 

In the performance of its functions, any banking 
agency must depend heavily upon its lawyers. Bank- 
ing is an industry which touches law in all its fozms, 
perhaps more so than any other business. Each banker 
and hank supervisor must thread his way through an 
intricate network of State and Federal statutes, case 
law and regulations. This network is constantly being 
revised to m^t the everchan^g nature of our busi- 
ness environment. Indeed, in too many cases, the 
change in law and regulation has not been rapid 
enough, and our attorneys must try to fit new forms of 
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banking activity into statutory and regulatory molds 
which were formed to fit earlier technologies. 

As an example, the development of automation is 
having a tremendous effect on bank operations and our 
lawyers and other staff people are constantly being 
asked whether this or that activity made possible by 
use of computers is permisrible under present law and 
regulation. In the laiger institutions, the computer 
has virtually revolutionized bank operations and has 
opened up many new opportunities for service to the 
public. Our latest lawsuit covers just this question — 
the scope of the permissible activity by banks in the 
computer field. 

We think that the function o( an agency, such as 
ours, is not to obstruct new activities by banks, but 
only to watch carefully the effect of such activities on 
the financial soundness and liquidity of each particular 
bank. Today, the rush is on for banks to finance con- 
sumer purchases by the use of credit cards. On die 
whole, it appears that by venturing into this area, 
banks deserve high marks for aggressively serving clear 
and legitimate public needs. We, in turn, have added 
a special section in our regular examination which 
deals exclurively with the credit card operation. 

If the public continues to accept the concept of 
revolving credit and credit cards as a convenient means 
of financing its purchases of goods and s«vices, it 
may be necessary for you, as lawyers, to ui^ge upon the 
courts and legislatures such changes in State and Fed- 
eral statutes or precedents as may be necessary to adapt 
current law to current lending practices. 

This is just one of the many types of legal questions 
which we have to deal with daily. I think one of the 
reasons we have been able to attract top law students, 
as well as experienced attorneys to our staff is the 
great variety of legal work in our Office. Although we 
deal with only one industry — ^banking, on the law 
side wc have to cover all three brandies of govern- 
ment, Our attorneys may be in court in the morning, 
before a Congre^onal committee in the afternoon 
and, of course, dealing with the Executive Branch all 
day long. 

One of the most important and apparently grow- 
ing activities of our lawyers is participation in adminis- 
trative hearings on applications for new National bank 
charters, new branches of existing National banks and 
mergers. The final adoption of a practical, fair and 
expeditious hearing procedure for such applications 
is a task which is absorbing our attorneys, well as 
those of other Federal and State banking agencies. 

It would seem that the hearing procedures for 
handling such applications should by now be set, but 
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the fact, is that for almost 100 years from the founding 
of our OfTire in 1063 until about 1963, the licensing 
functions of our Ofifice were conHucted on an entirely 
informal confer enc/f: basis without adversary proceed- 
ings. An authority on administrative law, Professor 
Kennetli Davis, in his Treatise on Adminuindive T.aw, 
described these proceedings as follows : 

The striking fact is tliat whereas the uonbarnklAg agencies 
arfrrtinisttrr iheir systems uf requiriitv liceuBe and anprovnl* by 
conducting formal ndjndicntions in mo-St case? involving con- 
troversies, the banking agencies use methods of informal super- 
vision, almost aivkrays virithout formal adjudication, even for 
the determination of controversies. The contrast is a strik- 
ing one writh respect to each parallel problem; for m&ianCc, 
the problem of the extent of community need is about the 
same whether the application is for establishment of a bank, 
a television station, or an airline, and yet the problem is han- 
dled in the banking field by the methods of the business man 
and in the other fields by the methods of the judge in his 
courtroom. 

The infonnal conference method referred to by 
Davis, of course, could not have been utilized for al- 
most a century without the approval of the industry 
affected, the courts and the Congress. 

With respect to the general feeling of bankers on 
this question, I think it is a safe assumption that the 
great majority of them favor the conference method 
over the adversary approach. If thb were not so, I 
think that there would have been legislation on the 
point long before now. 

Every court considering the question, has held that 
there is no statutory or constitutional requirement for 
a formal adversary hearing prior to our action on an 
application. There are quite a few cases on the point, 
the latest appellate case being Webster Groves Trust 
Co. V, Saxon, decided by the Eighth Circuit Court of 
Appeals in December 1966. 

Despite this long history of acceptance of our in- 
formal approach to licensing matters, there has been 
considerable push toward more formality in recent 
years. The competition for choice locations in rapidly 
developing suburban areas has become increasingly in- 
tense with a corresponding increase in protests by 
competing institutions and conflicting applications for 
the same location. Other causes include an increasing 
number of applications for new bank charters with 
corresponding increased opposition by existing banks, 
as well as developments in the law concerning bank 
mei^ers. 

There are also other factors which have led us re- 
cently to a reexamination of our administrative proc- 
esses. One such factor was the decision of the Fourth 
Circuit Court of Appeals in the Pirst National Bank of 


Smith field v. Saxon, Tlie court, while upltokling tlie 
general rule that neither due process nor any slatule 
iieqiiirerl Our Offia; lo Ifold advei'sary proceedings, held 
that in Uie absence of such pnwjeedings tlie district 
court must receive evidence on and decide de novo the 
question of whether the coimiiunity needed a new 
branch bank. There have also been some bills intro- 
rliired in the Congress which would require our Office 
to hold full scale Administrative Pmcediire Act hear- 
ings prior to tlie diai termg of new banks or branches. 

Thus, Uie traditional uifuniial conference irieLliods 
of handling matters is coming imder scrutiny from 
various direcdons. I wish to underline with all the em- 
phasis I can, the fact that under our traditional in- 
formal procedures, all parties, wliether applicants or 
protestants, Iiave equal access to those people in our 
Office who are responsible for making recommenda- 
tions and decisions. 

Fiist, our Examiners visit the community to be af- 
fected, interview the applicant, competing b 2 uikers and 
others representing a wide cross-section of the business 
and civic life of the community. The State Supervisor 
of Banking is contacted for his views. After the appli- 
cation has been thoroughly investigated and a recom- 
mendation made by the Regional Administrator, it is 
forwarded to Washington for consideration by Deputy 
Comptrollers, Law, Economics, and other depart- 
ments. At any time during the process, any officer 
responsible in the field or in Washington, is free to 
telephone or call in any person interested in the ap- 
plication, whether for it or against it. Similarly, any 
protestant could ask for and receive an opportunity 
to express his objections to the application to our 
people. However, the procedure was essentially in- 
vestigative, rather than adversary, and opposing inter- 
ests were not called in at the same time. 

This same procedure is still being used in the 
handling of uncontested applications. In certain cases, 
however, on the request of an applicant or a protesting 
party, we now schedule adversary hearings held usually 
in the regional office. While these hearings are not con- 
ducted with the full formality of an APA hearing, a 
verbatim transcript of the proceedings is taken and 
cross-examination by opposing parties is pennitted. 

In the near future it is our expectation that a final 
format for these adversary hearings will be published 
in the Federal Register. In these procedural regula- 
tions, tve will do our best to serve the interests of fair- 
ness to all parties and, at the same time, not bog down 
the growth of the industry in a morass of administra- 
tive and judicial proceedings. It will do neither pro- 
testants nor applicants any good if a procedure is 
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adopted voluntarily by our Office or forced upon us 
by the couiis or the Gungiiess^ which will prevent any 
hank from using a contested location for the two, three 

C'l liivic At t<ik.c^9 iv awmIvc a wiit»tcu Auiiuii'siiii- 

tive pKK-eediiig held In acwidsAiice with llie A'liiiiiiiK- 
trative. Ficicedui« Act. Tliat would be akin to Uirowiiig 
out the baby with the bath water and, in this case 
the baby could be llie best iuteiesls of llie banking sys- 
tem. I am coiffidcul lliat ihiougli tlie application of 
the best principles of admluisiiative law, our agency 
and the crtlier Federal and Stale banking agencies 
which are encourtteiing tins pioUeiu, can come up witli 
a practical solution wliicli will be suppoiled by liie 
courts and Congress. 

In the time reiiialiiing, I will suuunarlxe as best I 
can the issues Involved in seviie of our inoie unpoitaiit 
recent litigation. 

I would like to start widi a case tliat we lost lecently. 
I refer to the so-called “revenue bond” case. Baker 
Watts, ei al. v. Saxon and the New York Pori Aulhotily. 
The plaintiffs in Baktr WiUls were a group of invest- 
ment bankers who clialleaged the legality of oui- posi- 
tion on die types of public securiUes National banks 
can underwrite. 

The Federal District Count for die District of Co- 
lumbia, held tliat under applicable statutes. National 
banks cannot underwrite any bonds wliidi are not di- 
rectly or indh'ecUy backed by tlic full faith and uedH 
of a pditical eriUty possessing geueial laxhig power-, 
including die powei* to tax real estate wHliiii its bor- 
ders. Tlie statute in question, 12 U.S.C. 24 uses the 
words **gefieral obligalioiis of any Stale or of any politi- 
cal sulyiivislon thereof,” and we aigued to die couit 
chat die concept of taxing piowei* is nowiieie contained 
in the statute. 

Unfortunately, not oidy did the district court dis- 
agree with us, but also die Federal Resei ve Board and 
die Solicitor General. Hie Solicitor Gener-al has the 
power of dedsiori wheUier to appeal such matters and, 
contrary to oui' i-ccommendadons, die decmuii was 
made that die government not appeal die case, al- 
ihongh we undeislaiid tliat die Port of New York 
Autiioriiy is pressing its appeal. 

As a result, die arena for this radiei- long-siaiiding 
controversy has shifted in part fioui die coui'U to die 
Congress, where a bill, S. 1306, is pending wiiidi would 
peiuiH commercial banks to undei write the bonds in 
questkrti. As we see it, die only issue involved in the 
rv^cniift bond matter is the atrirdy leg;i.l one. Tt is no 
longer tniC; if it ever was, that public bonds payable 
out of specific .sources of revenue, present greater un- 
derwriting risks than do the .so-called general obligation 
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hoods. Many revenue bonds are rated higher than 
some general obligations and, in the case of other issues, 
the reverse could be true. 

GciVi.Si-qiii-.ridy it. d»-«-s not spp^Ar that the restrictive 
intjerpretatiom rearhed by the fjOiirt, will resnit in any 
Kignificarit safeguards against hanks taking undue un- 
derwriting risks. Tt could result, however, in appreci- 
ably hiHie.r coats to thrAC pnWic issuers who are denied 
the benefit of Kids fmm crrtwmerr.ial henk iindemvrit/irs. 
At the request of the Kcnete committee considering 
K. 1306, our Office, in cooperation with the Federal 
Rfsrrvc., is attempting to gather .significant price, data 
on the underwriting costs of bonds on which mmmer- 
cial banks have been pennitted to bid, as compared 
with thase is-siiesi on which commercial hank participa- 
tion has Keen prohibited- Our Offiee regards revenue 
bond underwriting as a legitimate and prudent activity 
for National banki^ and wc support the pending legisla- 
tion to permit this activity. 

The most significant recent ca.se involving oiir Office 
•s the one brought in Minnesota three weeks ago by 
the Association of Data Processing Service Oigani- 
zations against the American National Bank and Trust 
Company of St. Paul and our Office. It challenges the 
right of National banks to contract for the performanc.c 
of computer services for customers and for others. As 
f mentioned ejiHier, hanking is rapidly becoming heav- 
ily computerised. In view of the rapid teehnologicaJ 
developments in this area, this case is certainly onc 
of our most important pending pieces of litigation. 

American State Bank v. Saxon and the Kenosha 
National Bank is in Federal District Goiirt for the Dis- 
trict of Golumhia. The issue is whether a Wiscon.sin 
State statute, whicli authorizes savings and loan as- 
sociations to have branches in Wisconsin, may be 
interpreted as permitting the establishment of branche.s 
hy National banks in Wi.sconstn. I understand that a 
similar fact situation exists here in Texas. The former 
Comptroller, Mr. Saxon, gave tentative approval to 
the defendant Kenosha National Bank to open a 
branch on the theory that the National Bank Act (12 
'{J.S.G. .36) permits National hanks to branch at Inea- 
lions where State banks are permitted to branch. The 
basis of the defendant’s position is that the definition 
of State hank in section 36 includc .5 ariy “institution 
carrying on the business of hanking” and that savings 
and loan associations are, in fact, essentially engaged 
in carrying on the husmess of hanking- The plninlinr, 
a Stale bank, made a mofii.v'i for suiiiiimiy Judumeui 
enjoining the opening of Uie braiiclu Hie DisU-ict 
Court refused to rule that, as a matter of lav/, tlie 
plaintiff was entitled to his injunctiun and has set tlie 
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case for trial on the mixed question of fact and law 
of what constitutes the business of banking. The trial 
has not yet been held. 

Arnold Tours Inc. v. The Comptroller and the 
South Shore National Bank is a recent case, pending 
in Federal DistTfcl floiirl in MassadiiiseUBv It involves 
the issue of whether a National bank may legally olTer 
travel services. It has long been the position of our 
Office, and this antedates Comptroller Saxon, that 
providing travel agency services for its customers his- 
torically has been a part of commercial banking and 
within the incidental powers of National banks. The 
plaintiffs, a groiqi of independent travel agents, are 
challenging the correctness of our ruling and the ac- 
tivities being conducted pursuant to it. The case is in 
an early stage and no decision has been rendered. 

First Citizens Bank and Trust Company v. Saxon, 
pending in the Eastern District of North Carolina, is 
representative of a group of branch cases filed in the 
Fourth Circuit. In these cases, competitor banks are 
seeking to enjoin the opening of National bank 
branches on the ground, arnong others, that hearings 
afforded to protesting parties by the Comptroller are 
inadequate. Some of these suits were filed following 
the decision of the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals in 
First National Bank of Smithfield v. Saxon discussed 
earlier. As I said before, we regard the issue of admin- 
istrative law involved in the North Carolina cases as 
a most important one not only for our Office, but for 
the whole banking industry and all State and Federal 
agencies with authority to license new banks and 
branches. 

Some of the North Carolina cases involve another 
unresolved issue of importance. That is the extent of 
the reach of the Supreme Court decision in Walker 
Bank and Trust Company v. Saxon, the Utah case. 
You will recall that the Supreme Court held specifically 
in Walker that a provision of tlie Utali law, permit- 
ting branching only by acquisition of an existing bank, 
was binding on National banks, but it did so in rather 
general language. The application of the Walker rule 
to other types of State law provisions, such as provisions 
requiring determinations by State adminislraLive offi- 
cials, will probably lequire fuitlier clarlllcaLioii by tlie 
courts. 

Georgia Association of Independent Insurance 
Agents V. Saxon is a challenge to our iniling whldi 
permits National banks to sell credit life and o tiler types 
of insurance coverage incidental to tlie lending fimc- 
tion. The district court for the Northern District of 
Georgia held against us. However, an appeal is being 
taken to the Circuit Court of Appeals. 
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Investment Company Institute v, Saxon challenges 
our ruling permitting a National bank to sell p^tid- 
pations in a pool of securities managed by the bank as 
a fiduciary. The suit is based on the Glass-Steagall 
Act which had as one of its purposes tlie separation 
of investment banking fixTn coriiiiieirial banking. The 
case wa.s argued last week in the Federal District Court 
for the District of Columbia, and we are awciiting 
decision. 

I will end with a case which we won recently in the 
district court for the Northern District of Florida, First 
National Bank in Plant City and Camp v. Dickinson, 
The is.siie was whether the use by a National bank of 
an armored car to pick up money for deposit from 
stated locations, constituted unauthorized branch 
banking. Our position is that it did not. The court 
granted our motion for summary judgment on this 
issue, and the other side has filed a notice of appeal. 

I think you will agree with me after listening to the 
brief summary of some of our recent activities, ffiat law 
and banking are closely interwoven. Lawyers are an 
integral part of our team. In conjunction with the rest 
of our staff, they perform a vital function in the 
carrying out of our basic mission — the protection and 
furtherance of a viable and sound banking system. 

Before the West Virginia Bankers Association 

AT THE Greenbriar Hotel, Homestead, W. Va., 
Saturday, July 29, 1967 

Bank Management and Community Development 

No one who traveises the rolling hills, the fertile 
valleys and the lofty mountains of this State can fail 
to be moved by the grandeur of its beauty. Many have 
learned the joys you offer to vacationers. Some, like 
myself, look forward to pleasant years of retirement 
within your borders. 

Your material resources are rich and enoimously 
varied. Near at hand lie the biiigeoning markets of the 
metropolitan East as well as the South and Midwest. 
Opportunities abound for an accelerating pace of 
development. 

But this future has to be created — it will not emerge 
without foresighted policies and dedicated efforts. No 
group will play a more critical role than you, the lead- 
ing bankers of the State. 

Throughout modem history, diose nations have ad- 
vanced most which have been blessed with bankers 
of vision and enterprise. The same has been true of 
areas within nations. 

Our country’s economic development is going for- 
ward so rapidly — and in so many directions at once — 
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that its most constant aspect is changej itself. Products 
and services which were unknown a few years ago are 
commonplace commodities today. In this restless fer- 
ment of growth, entire industries migrate from one ate 
to another, and those they employ either move with 
their old jobs to new locations or find work in still 
different areas of enlarged opportunity. 

It is not uncommon to ask a new acquaintance where 
he is from and have him reel off half a dozen localities 
in which he has lived and worked over the past decade. 
The reasons are not difficult to understand. Societies 
progress by mastering their environments, improving 
their technologies, and making the best and fullest use 
of their human and material resources. In an age of 
far-flung markets and highly-technical and lai^e-sc^ 
enterprise, an essential ingredient for success is capital. 

The banking system is the chief instrument for the 
gathering and distribution of capital resources, and the 
skill and energy which bankers display in performing 
tills function will critically determine the rate of eco- 
nomic advance. In my opinion, banks in recent years 
liave done a truly outstanding and imaginative job in 
developing and adapting their procedures in response 
to these demands. But this is only the beginning and 
banks must remain alert to the opportunities which 
present themselves almost daily. 

This liigh responsibility of bankers for community 
development is often obscured by the nature of the 
public controls applied to banking. Those of us who 
have the task of supervising the banking system often 
appear to be more concerned with what bankers should 
not do than with what they should do. And, in a 
democratic society, it is right that this should be so. The 
discretionary authority of bank management should not 
be limited except where bank solvency and liquidity 
are threatened. In sucli instances, when bank manage- 
ment has obviously failed, we have an obligation to 
step in and carry out our supervisory responsibility. 

But banking, nevertheless, remains in a unique posi- 
tion in terms of its public role and its public responsi- 
bilities. In most other industries, we rely on freedom to 
compete as the principal safeguard of the public inter- 
est. Bankers, in contrast, enjoy a large measure of free- 
dom from competition. More significantly, they stand 
alone in their publicly-conferred authority to create 
credit. 

A less tangible, but equally real factor, is the position 
of trust and confidence which bankers enjoy as com- 
munity leaders. The spirit which motivates the banks 
of a couununity will intimately influence its entire out- 
look. Show me outstanding bankers doing a real job 
in their area, and FU show you a striving, exuberant, 
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industrious community. This is especially true of 
smaller communities, where, the sources of leadership 
are ordinarily fewer and outside influences usually are 
not as pronounced. 

There was a time when bankers, and those who su- 
pervised banks, were seemingly not overly interested 
in seeking new methods of assuring the most effective 
use of their resources. Indeed, this was true for a long 
period following the bank holiday of 1 9.33, and it has 
not entirely disiq)peared. But now there is a growing 
awareness that banks should be more than mere re- 
poMtories of savings. 

They are — as they are de45cribed — true financial in- 
termediaries between those who save and those who 
spend and invest. Banks are the source of finance for 
much of the industry and commerce of the Nation — 
for businesses both large and small, those now in oper- 
ation and those in prospect for the future. 

The manner in which banks draw upon and utilize 
the resources at their command— more than any other 
single factor — ^will set the pace and direction of indus- 
trial and commercial development throughout the Na- 
tion. Indeed, I know of no business or businessman 
in our present economy who could survive and huild 
without some form of credit being available to him. 

Credit is one of the Industries which has served to 
make our country strong. When abused,, it can be 
destructive, not only to the recipient, but in extreme 
circumstances to the credit grantor, and \iltimately to 
the national economy. 

Banks are living institutions with great and often 
unrealized capacities to serve their communities. I 
know there are some who fear that if banks expand 
their functions they will tread on the toes of estab- 
lished competitors in related field.s. But so long as their 
activities remain essentially financial in nature, and 
do not imperil their solvency and liquidity, I see no 
valid criterion of public policy which can justify with- 
holding their services to the communities in which they 
operate. 

This is a matter of the highest importance, particu- 
larly in States which are on the threshold of a new level 
of development. It is often the case in these States, 
that capital and enterprise are deficient in terms of 
the prospects which confront them. 

What is essential is a vital, vibrant core of initiative, 
coupled with the skill, experienc/^ and resources to con- 
ceive new ideas and make them a reality. This need is 
likely to be the greatest where the population of a 
State is widely scattered and low in concentration, and 
particularly where a unit banking system prevails. 

In these circumstances, it is often tnie that a single 
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local bank represents the principal — or even the only — 
source for nurturing and conceiving plans for commu- 
nity development. The local banker has the knowledge 
and the experience to appraise new prospects and new 
opportunities; his leadership is respected in the com- 
munity; he represents a vital source of needed initial 
financing; and he can call more readily on required out- 
side assistance. 

Perhaps, most important of all, where small and 
less well-known businesses are involved, the local 
bankers judgment and willingness to assist is often the 
controlling factor determining the future of these enter- 
prises. 

This concern with the best use of resources tran- 
scends both local and State boundaries. Wherever any 
community in the Nation fails to develop its full poten- 
tial, it impoverishes the entire Nation in that degree. 
If all our resources were fully mobile, the problem 
would be less difficult. But it is obvious that many ma- 
terial resources are highly immobile. And even labor 
and entrepreneurial skill are often tied closely to local 
areas. 

It is thus of the utmost importance to the national 
welfare that, in every community, there should be 
forces at work to develop its full potential. This is a 
local responsibility fully in keeping with our national 
ideals and traditions. In this endeavor, the banking sys- 
tem has a vital role to play. 

Not all communities are alike in the opportunities 
which present themselves. But the immensely widened 
range of activities which banks in many cities have un- 
dertaken in recent years does afford an example of the 
prospects for banking services in community develop- 
ment. Both in ordering its internal operations, and in 
conceiving new ways to bring its services to the public, 
the banking industry is constantly undergoing a rebirth 
of enterprise. 

Change and awareness are the words today. We 
must constantly reexamine our methods of doing busi- 
ness and be prepared to initiate those changes which 
studies show are necessary and in the public interest. 
Only by this policy can we meet the challenges of 
today’s dynamic economy and not be neglectful of the 
contributions each of us should make to our com- 
munity, State and Nation. 

Such efforts bear fruit not only in the constantly in- 
creasing profitability of banking operations, which in 
each subsequent period has reached record levels, but 
also in imparting the necessary vitality to the industry 
and commerce of the Nation. 

There are some who are concerned that this new 
spirit manifested in the banking industry is not in keep- 


ing with its prudent traditions. But I find nothing im- 
prudent in seeking new methods to better serve the 
public. These new services, provided they are soundly 
conceived and administered, will redound to the benefit 
of the banks and the public. As I have stated earlier, 
the bankers who are willing to pioneer, to employ the 
capital, and have the vision and, yes, the courage, will 
be the leaders of tomorrow. 

The greater risk is that these opportunities will be 
imprudently neglected out of a narrow view of the 
bankers proper role in the development of his com- 
munity. The public franchise, which bankers enjoy, 
places upon them a special responsibility of trust to 
see that the mechanism of finance is soundly employed. 

This responsibiUty calls for nothing less than a con- 
stant alertness to community needs; the vision to see 
the prospects which lie ahead; and the leadership to 
convert prospects to full reality. 

You, as taxpayers, and, certainly the National bank- 
ers among you who so enthusiastically contribute to the 
annual cost of our operations, may be waiting for a few 
words concerning our own responsibilities and how we 
intend to carry them out in the future. 

I would describe the primary assignment and func- 
tion of our Office as the examination of banks to the 
best of our ability. As I have stated on several occasions, 
one of the principal emphases during my tenure as 
Comptroller will be on better examinations. This is not 
to say that examinations have not been good in the 
past, only to say that we shall continually strive to make 
them better; and I hope whoever follows me as Comp- 
troller will endeavor to improve the wcamining and 
other functions of our Office to the same extent. When 
I became Comptroller, we set about to augment our 
examining personnel by at least 200 new examiners. 
In this connection, we have 14 men throughout the 
United States who visit the colleges and universities on 
a continuing basis, in an endeavor to recruit the top 
graduates. Up to the present time, we have been able 
to recruit, in a highly competitive market, about 150 
new examiners. I have discussed the examining func- 
tions with President Johnson and I know of his deep 
interest in this area of the operations of our Office. 

I should point out that I use the word “examine” 
in its broadest sense. I believe the word “analyze” 
would be better to describe the work of a National 
Bank Examiner. We insist that our examiners review 
all facets of bank operations. In doing so, we require 
the examiner to assess thoroughly the capacity of man- 
agement and of operations and procedures. Here, I 
would stress good internal control procedures, because 
a bank with a sound system of internal checks and 
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balances is less likely to suffer serious losses. With this 
in mind^ we have for some time placed additional em- 
pliasis on internal audit controls and verification pro- 
cedures. And, our examiners are required, in those 
baiikb wiildi diey detemunc to lack adequate internal 
controls, to perform whatever additional audit func- 
tions they deem essential to get a complete picture of 
tlie bariks^ operations. Our aim is not to routinely pro- 
vide an additional audit, but to bring about the adop- 
tion of satisfactory internal controls within the bank. 
We believe that our experience ance the issuance of 
our directive has sustained its value to the banking 
industry. The overwhdming majority of banks, espe- 
cially hi Uie medium- and larger-sized institutions, had 
adequate internal controls prior to our directive. All 
but a very few of the remaining banks have instituted 
adequale iiilcriial control systems since the issuance of 
our directive. 

I would like to reempJiasize that our responsibility 
is laigely supervision. In this connection I wirfi to say 
again dial I do not believe it is my duty to keep out 
coiiipeliliuii resulting from any fmiction that a bank, in 
our judgment, can legally perform directly so long as 
tliese functions are soundly conceived and operated. 
It lias been our experience tliat bankers do not need 
government supervisors to tell than how to go after 
new bushiess or to Initiate new activities. We are con- 
fideiil In youi- ability to lespoiid to llie challenges of our 
changing times. 

Before the Genekae Session ok the 93u Ajnnuae 

C0NV1£NT10N OK THE AmeKIGAN BaNKERS ASSO- 
CIATION, New York, N.Y., Tuesoay, September 
26, 1967 

The history of banking in our country has paralleled 
the rise in stature of the Nation to the greatest among 
the world’s indiistnal powers. Tt has reflected our 
struggles and our advance-s — our pnlidral as well as 
our economic develc^ment from a loose association of 
States to a vigorous and forceful Federal union. And 
it has borne the mark of the vicissitudes which have 
diaracterwied the developing relationships among the 
Statrs and wWJ'i the Federal government, the alterriM- 
ing cycles of IxKW'n and bust which we experienced for 
iiiHiiy generations, and llie changing conceptions of Uie 
proper role of government In relation to buriness. 

Tlirough tlie yeais, banking policies often have been 
tlie object of public controversy and political action. 
Operating practices, wliich in oilier Industries are solely 
the responsibility of management, have, in banking, 
been mailers of public concern and public control. 
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The competition for banking markets has thus been 
transferred in some degree to the political sphere. 
Where political action replaces market competitinn as 
the instrument of business rivalry, policy differences 
ore likely to be en^arized and to attract greater public, 
notice. 

Our concem should be to find, beneath these dif- 
ferences, smne common ground — a unifying principle — 
upon which we can agree and which will furnish a 
better perspective of the challenge we now face. 

Many of the disputes of recent years have been 
merdy jurisdictionalv Banks are chartered and regu- 
lated both by the Federal Government and by the 
States. The course of political events has, in turn, 
favored one and then the other class of banks. 

Within the Federal Government, banking Is regu- 
lated by three agencies with basically different re.qv>n- 
sibilities and thus different outlooks on banking poli- 
cies. This has produced varying attitudes concerning 
the proper function and purpose of bank regulation. 

I regard the jurisdictional issues as the least im- 
portant of the questions we face. When we mnsider 
that any set of banking laws and regulations is quickly 
outmoded in the dynamic world in which we live, 
there are sigiaificant advantages in having more than 
one agency involved. 

The truly important questions relate to the proper 
functions of banks and the appropriate range of their 
operations. These are issues which would not arise in 
the unregulated sectors of the economy— 4)ecause there 
we rely principally cm private competition to safeguard 
the public interest. Nevertheless, it is in the unregu- 
lated industries that we are likely to find some guide to 
the limits that should be placed on bank regulation. 
I say this because, in the traditions of our private en- 
terprise system, any deviation from freedom of compe- 
tition must be clearly defined and clearly justified. 

Bank regulation is designed for tlie puipose of estab- 
lisiiing and maiiilainliig public confidence in the sol- 
vency and liquidity of banks. These controls arc re- 
garded as necessary in order that banks may perform 
effectively as tlie principal channel through which fi- 
nancial resources are directed to productive uses, as 
repuriluiies of h large pail ihe Natior/s sarrings, and 
as the major source of our money supply. 

As I have stated on earlier occasions, bonking is a 
changing field — a dynamic field — the achievement of 
community and national grmvth calls for new prac- 
tices; for new credit techniques, for new banking serv- 
ices and for expansion of existing practices. Banks in 
recent years have done a truly outstanding and imagi- 
native job in developing and adapting their procedures 
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in response to these demands and in exploring and 
in leading the way for modem business techniques. 

If we are to respect our traditional reliance on pri- 
vate initiative and freely competitive markets, banks 
should be entirely free to compete in the performance 
of any financial function which do« nert impair thefr 
solvency or liquidity. Indeed, they should be en- 
couraged to do so as the institutions best equipped to 
serve their commimities in this respect. 

It is clear, when we examine recent banking history 
in this perspective, that many of the controversies re- 
late not to the capacity of banks safely and prudently 
to extend and diversify their operations in response to 
emerging public needs, as they should — but to the very 
different and much narrower issues of State versus 
National banks, large versus small banks, and banks 
versus nonbank financial institutions. There is little 
hope that a banking system fully capable of taking its 
place within the most dynamic and most forward- 
moving economy in the world, can be sustained if we 
center our attention on issues such as these. 

The broad interest of the public is in making certain 
that all banking needs are efficiently served as they 
arise, and that the fullest and most effective use is made 
of all banking facilities. 

Indeed, the structure of commercial banks in the 
United States has been shaped by the existence of both 
State and National supervisory agencies. Some critics 
have held that the dual banking system is a vehicle for 
opposing change. This is unfortunate, and, quite 
frankly, wrong! To my mind the dual banking system 
is well suited for facilitating change and for generally 
pursuing a greater unity of purpose. 

If all banking authorities charter new banks and 
authorize new branches independently, on the basis of 
the unfulfilled needs which exist at the time of applica- 
tion, the broadest scope will be preserved for initiative 
by banking groups, and there will be the least risk of 
overbanking or underbankmg. The chance will be 
maximized that the most enterprising and the most 
efficient banks of all sizes and in all jurisdictions will 
prosper and grow, and that the public will be served to 
best advantage. 

The manner in which banks draw upon and utilize 
the resources at their command — more than any other 
single factor— will set the pace and direction of indus- 
trial and commercial development throughout the 
Nation. 

In the past, the limitations placed upon the range of 
banking functions have encouraged the rise of nonbank 
financial institutions, and thus produced new groups 
with competitive interests to be served through political 


action. Here again, the public interest would best be 
.served by insuring the fullest use of tlie great potential 
of the banking system to serve- eomuiuer needs — witliin 
the limitations of bank solvency and liquidity. 

Some seek ass\irance that the arlded competition of 
banks in perfoTiuing new functions will prcKluce meas- 
urable benefits. 3uL it is the resU iction of competition, 
and not its furtherance, which requires defense and 
justification. In financial, as in other markets, the pre- 
sumption lies in favor of maximizing competition — ^and 
banks should not be excluded from any financial market 
which they may safely and prudently serve. 

Since it seems desirable to maintain a broad scope 
for private initiative in banking, it may appear that it 
is also desirable to employ the antitrust laws to assure 
the proper degree of competition as we do in other 
industries. But the problem is not that simple. 

Through their chartering and branching powers, 
the banking authorities regulate the competitive struc- 
ture of the banking industry. The banking structure, 
however, is also affected by mergers — and to admin- 
ister this structural factor by different standards, 
di m inis hes the effectiveness both of bank regulation 
and banking operations. 

I have no illusion that the public welfare is always 
easy to discern. And I realize that reasonable men may 
differ on what is good and proper. But I do believe that 
if our efforts are directed to this objective, rather than 
the narrower considerations which underlie most of 
the controversies of the past, we shall find a greater 
unity of purpose, and we shall be better able to fashion 
a banking structure equal to the tasks which lie ahead 
for our expanding population and our growing in- 
dustry and commerce. 

In each commxinity, large and small, throughout the 
Nation, new vistas for growth and development may 
be opened through the leadership of bankers. We 
face, in the years before us, tasks, both domestic and 
international, which will challenge to the utmost our 
resolve, our ingenuity, and oxir enei^ and initiative. 
These challenges will have to be met by both the public 
and private sectors. You, as individuals, as well as 
representatives of your institutions, have not hesitated 
in the past to become involved in public sector activi- 
ties. 

One of the most significant aspects of community 
service is the part banks play in local planning and 
development programs, ranging from urban renewal 
projects to planning the conservation and development 
of the natural resources of an entire region. 

Apart from their contributions in the economic 
sphere and civic affairs, banks have become increas- 

231 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



ingly involved in a vaiiely of social problems wbieh 
not many yeare ago would have been eoivadered out- 
side their purview. 

A siitvey rnade by a lame National hank indicates 
that not all hankers by any means agree that Ihe hank 
as an institution should involve itself with social prob- 
lems. They say that while these causes are fine for 
bankers to work for as Individual cHizens, they are 
too controversial for participation by the bank as a 
corporation. 

On the Cither hand, more than two-thirds of the 
mefliurn-sizefl and large hanks participating in the 
survey stated that it would Ik: ajifiroyiriate for thek m- 
stitntions to concern themselves with vital social 
prrWerrrt such as the retraining of workers displaced 
by anrtornation, problems confronting public schools 
and associated wHh school droponts, and low inrrime 
housing. 

RcwaKlIng eiuployiuent must be found for a grow- 
ing labor force more liiglily li-ained in cadi new gcnei a- 
tion. Our rising aspirations call for continued, and even 
accelerated advances in technology to produce more 
and better products and distribute them with greater 
efficiency. The Nation’s political and economic goals, 
both at home and abroad, will test our productive 
powers with increasing intensity. 

In the performance of these vital tasks, the hanking 
industry is critically involved at every point. The es- 
sential element of finance, so largely provided by the 
banking industry, is an indispensable ingredient for 
the progress of the economy — and the vision which 
bankers display in selecting and supporting productive 
enterprises will be a crucial factor determining the 
level of our achievements. 

I am pleased to report that the commercial banking 
system of this country is healthy, sound, and growing 
dramatically. Although the economy slowed some- 
what in the first half of 1967, we have not experienced 
any broad troubles. Personal income and employment 
keep rising. Although there have, of course, been ad- 
justments in certain areas of the economy, it should be 
pointed out that the economic up-tum in the country 
is now approximately 7 years old. This matches the 
80-month expansion which spans World War II, The 
record period of growth and expanrion cannot he 
attributed to sheer luck. Weight must he given to the 
contribiitions ryf the anti-recession policies adopted by 
the Federal Government and to the underlying 
strength in the private sectors of the economy. 

Let’s compare consumer price increases during the 
first 18 month periods of the last three conflicts the 
United States has been involved in. During the first 
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18 iiionllis of World War II, we experienced a 12 
percent consumer price increase. During the first 18 
months of Korea, we experienced an 8 percent con- 
sumer price increase, while during the firet 18 monllis 
of major biilkl-up hi Vietnaiii we cxixTieneeil a 3=3 
percent inciease. This low figure of 3.3 percent is 
even more remarkable wlien you consider that we 
have not had any wage and price controls as we had in 
both Korea and World War 11. 

In closing, I would like to reemphasize that our 
sights should be set on our opjxirt unities and our obli- 
gations — cm constructive measures to inipiove per- 
forriianci^ and broaden the horizons of all our banks. 
This is a joint respouslbilily wliich calls for an underw 
standing relatloiiriiip between the legulalory aulliuri- 
tifts and the banking industry. Tlie stakes are high and 
the aim is worthy of the full eneigies and lliou^il of 
this industry which has contributed so much in the 
past and holds so much piYimise for the firtnre., 

I am cfjirfidftfrt that, working trigether, we can meet 
this challenge. 

Before the Committee on Banking and Currency, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D.C., 
March 20, 1967 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the House Commit^ 
tee on Banking and Curjenty: This is my first appear- 
2 U 1 CC before youi* conmiittee as Comptroller of the 
Currency, and I, logetlier willi members of our staff, 
welcome this opportunity to meet with you today. 
While most of you are, of coui-se, fully familiar with 
the scope and operations of our Office, I thou^t it 
might be helpful to some of die newer members of 
the committee, if I briefly outlined some of the history 
and functions of our Office. 

The Office of the Comptroller of the Currency was 
created pursuant to tlie National Bank Act of 1863. 
Our Office is charged by statute witli tlie autliority 
to charter new National banks, pass upon tlieir appli- 
cations to branch, merge, and consolidate, and to ex- 
amine, supervise, and regulate tlie operations of our 
4,800 National banks, iJieir 9,400 domestic brandies 
and 235 foreign branches. 

As of December 31, 1966, National banks had ap- 
proximately -$235.9 billion in total assets, $126.8 bil- 
lion in total loans, -$2061.4 billion in total deposits and 
$18.6 billion in total capital ac^'Ounls. In addition, on 
the ha-sis of latest available data, National banks had 
invest nienl les^ponsibility over $89.5 billion in trust 
accounts. 

Ry statute, all National banks are re^juiied to be 
members of the Federal Reserve System. 
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I consider the examination function to be the pri- 
mary responsibility of our Office. Tn carrying out this 
responsibility, we have presently 14 regional offices 
and 114 subregional offices throughout the United 
States. Attached to these offices are 1,133 commercial 
examiners and 87 tnist examiners. The scope of a Na- 
tional bank examination embraces every phase of bank- 
ing activity found in the particular bank under ex- 
amination. Its primary purpose is to assess the quality 
of the bank’s assets and the quality of its management, 
in an effort to maintain the liquidity and solvency of 
the banking system. The examiner also determines 
whether the hank under examination is operating 
within applicable banking laws and regulations. 

Wc strive to maintain the highest level of compe- 
tency in our examining personnel. Toward this ejid, 
we have assigned one man in each of our 14 regions 
to recruit the best graduates we can get from the 
country’s colleges and universities. Because the work 
of an examiner involves a considerable amount of 
travel, the Office has always had to contend with a 
fairly high turnover, as younger men get married and 
establish their families. Our recruiting efforts have 
been generally successful, however, as the percentage 
of examiners with college degrees has increased mark- 
edly in recent yeare. We encourage all of our exam- 
iners to enroll in graduate schools of banking and we 
advance various internal training programs for our do- 
mestic, intemational, and trust examiners. 

Members of this committee have expressed interest 
in the past in the matter of cooperation and coordina- 
tion among the various banking agencies. I believe 
there has been significant improvement in recent 
months in this area. As you know, the Comptroller sits 
as an ex officio member of the FDIC. In that capacity, 
I have attended every Board meeting of the FDIC 
without exception since my nomination. Tn addition, I 
attend regularly with members of my staff, approxi- 
mately every two weeks, meetings of the informal In- 
teragency Coordinating Committee set up last year. 
The meetings are attended by Mr. Randall and Mr. 
Home, of the FDIC and the Home Loan Bank Board, 
as well as Governor Robertson of the Federal Reserve. 
The chairmanship of the Committee is rotated every 
tliree montlis. Governor Robertson has been Chair- 
man for the past quarter, and I shall assume the role 
of Chairman commencing April 1. In my opinion, 
these meetings are proving to be most constructive. 
Any topic of mutual interest may be placed on the 
agenda by any member, and a full and frank discus- 
sion is held. 

In tlic few montlis since November, concrete results 


in several areas have been achieved by this Committee. 
In December, the Committee worked out a set of guide- 
lines on the subject of the advertising of rates paid on 
deposits and share accounts. These guidelines, in iden- 
tical form, were sent by each agency to the institutions 
under its jurisdiction on December 16, 1966. The 
results so far have been good in that we have seen a 
marked improvement in the clarity of bank advertis- 
ing — and on the part of savings and loans — of interest 
rates on deposits. 

The banking agencies have also joined in requesting 
all banks to complete liquidity analysis forms to pro- 
vide more current information on the vital matter of 
bank liquidity. After consultation, the FDIC and the 
Federal Reserve have agreed to request the same figures 
from commercial banks under their supervision as of 
year-end 1966. We expect to seek liquidity information 
in the same form in connection with our request for the 
spring call reports of condition. 

Several staff committees have been set up to work 
on individual problems such as achieving uniformity 
in the various financial reports required to be submitted 
by State and National banks. We regard this goal as 
being especially important in view of the increasing use 
of data processing machines by our agencies. We are 
hopeful that the synchronization of our reporting re- 
quirements in conjunction with automation will pro- 
duce valuable additional information for use both by 
the agencies and the industry. 

We think that the results of coordination show not 
only in the positive actions enumerated, but, perhaps, 
even more significantly in the absence of unilateral 
actions at variance with positions taken by other 
agencies. 

Before the Senate Committee on Banking and 

Currency, Washington, D.C., April 13, 1967 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 
The Office of the Comptroller of the Currency appre- 
ciates this opportunity to express its views regarding 
S. 5, the Truth-in-Lending Act of 1967. 

Our Office has long believed that the American con- 
sumer is entitled to be told what his cost for credit will 
be. And be is entitled tn have this information in a way 
which not only sets out his absolute cost, but also 
enables him to decide who is offering the best terms 
and what type of credit best fits his resources and needs. 

Because we state our position directly, please do not 
conclude that we believe all persons who extend credit 
do so with a design to mislead or confuse the credit 
user. Let me say that the complaints wc receive against 
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Nalioual baiiks it^uixHiig tiuUi-m-lendlng problem^ 
liavt; been iiunuiicule in number. We believe banks gen- 
erally have always tried to portray fairly to their cus- 
tomers what it will cost them for credit. 

The need for this truth-in-lending legislation, in our 
view, results primarily from the fact that there are so 
marry ways hy which c.nr.dit is extended tfiday that tlie 
ordinary citizen finds it very difficult to make a mean- 
ingful fomparisori and raticmal choice regarding the 
credit program which best meets his needs. 

The Comptroller’s Office believes that S. 5 will help 
a great deal to meet, the needs of the consumer. The 
bill would require every Individual and firm, which is 
engaged in the bmmess extending credit, to furnish 
to each prospective crerlit usee a clear written statement 
of the amount of financ*; chaige to he paid for the ex- 
tension or use of credit. Also, to enable the user to com- 
pare the relative cost of credit, creditors would be 
required to state finance charges in teims of an annual 
percentage rate. 

Many Slates toilay legulate consumer credit and caII 
for the disclosure of ceriarn klnrls of credit, information 
for certain kinds of credit transaction. The overall 
picture in this field, however, is wiclely cliveigent and, 
finnt the viewpoint of the consumer, does not provide 
the uniform base.H he needs for comparing finance 
•iiaiges made from difTerent credit sourc«#- It is appiici- 
pi'iale for the Federal Goveniiiient to fill this need and, 
in this regard, we are pleased to note that the bill 
IXTiiiils ejceiiiptiou for any class of credit transactions 
which are efFectively regulated by Stale law. 

For these reasons, this Office supports the position 
of the Treasury Depariiiieiit in uigiiig that S. 5, the 
Truth-in-Lending Act of 1967, be enacted. 

Before the Subcommittee on Financial Institu- 
tions OF the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee, Washington, D.C., Monday, Au- 
gust 28, 1967 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 
The Office of Comptroller of the Currency appreciates 
this opportunity to lend its support to S. 1306. We 
strongly urge its enactment into law. 

As we see it, the basic question before this subcom- 
mittee is whether National and State-member banks 
should have, the power to deal in and underwrite 
revenue bonds issued by State and local governments. 
They now have this authority with respect to other 
general obligations of the same entities. This question 
raises two basic considerations of policy: First, what 
benefits will flow to the public fixim the underwriting 
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of revenue bonds by National and State-member banks? 
Second, what risks are there for National and State- 
member banks in engaging in this activity? 

Public Benefit 

Today, our State and local goveriiinents face ever 
increasing demands fur new and expanded pub! if. serv- 
ices. These demands are rooted in the. niyiiad social and 
economic problems of our time. New and better 1 -oa.ds 
are needed. New and better schools are needed. New 
and better mass transportation is needed. New and 
better public housing is needed. New and belter medical 
facilities are needed. Tlie list is almost endless. 

These public needs are acute. Indeed, the news- 
papere of this summer, headlining the. “r.risi.s in our 
cities,” drainaticHlly demonstrate what happen.s when 
vital public needs go unsatisfied. Our Sta-te and local 
governments iiiusl somehow find (he money to satisfy 
the renuimneiils of their citizens. And they must do so 
at the lowest possible cost. 

Since World War IT, annual borrowing by State 
and local govern iiier its lo finance the development of 
urgently needed public services has increased tre- 
mendously. In 1941, Slate and local governments 
s^ient less than $8 billion for goorls and services. To- 
day, they s{)end Over $9.‘> billion. The outstanding 
long-term oliligalions of Stale and local gorvmiments 
have risen proportionately. Today, stich obligations 
total armmd $110 hillion. In 1966, alone, State and 
local governments sold over $11 billion of securities. 
And this year it is expected they will sell between $13 
and $14 billion. 

Revenue bonds have become a favored method for 
State and local governments to obtain financing. In 
the early 1930*s, the amount of revenue bonds issued 
annually was negligible. In the late 1940’s, tlie figure 
rose to $500 million. By 1966, the total climbed to 
about $4 billion. In the late 1940’s, revenue bonds ac- 
counted for less than 20 percent of new State and 
local bond issues. In 1966, they represented about 37 
percent. 

Many reasons account for this substantial growth. 
Revenue bonds are extremely well suited to financing 
public projects which produce income to repay the 
bonds. The theory is that those who directly benefit 
from a public project, and not the general public, 
should pay for it. In many instances, revenue bonds are 
die most practical way for a heavily taxed coinmumly 
to solve pressing money problems on a sound rmandal 
basis. Sometimes revenue bonds may be Uie only way 
for a community faced with a statutory debt limit to 
obtain funds to provide J^rvices, 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Because revenue bond financing is vitally important 
to State and local governments, any measure which 
would lower the cost of such financing to these gov- 
ernments would be beneficial. In our opinion, S, 1306 
will afford substantial savings to State and local gov- 
ernments, and ultimately to their taxpayers. 

We have given the subcommittee our study of the 
savings which we foresee. The study, made at your re- 
quest, shows that the entry of National and State-mem- 
ber banks into revenue bond underwriting will achieve 
large dollar savings for State and local governments. 
We find that the savings to the public on new issues 
for 1968 alone would be $12.5 million. By 1975, the 
savings would likely exceed $27 million per year. The 
total savings on new revenue bond issues from 1968 to 
1975 should reach $182.5 million. How our study was 
conducted and the basis for our conclusions are ex- 
plained in the text of the study. 

Wc believe that, if S. 1306 were adopted, it would 
increase competition in the bidding for and the distribu- 
tion of revenue bonds. It would broaden and strengthen 
the market for revenue bonds. The resulting enlarged 
market would enhance their attractiveness as invest- 
ments. Even small banks, intimately familiar with local 
needs, could provide essential assistance in the prepara- 
tion and marketing of revenue bond issues of their 
communities. Throughout the country, investors, who 
customarily rely on their bank for information conceni- 
ing tax-exempt securities, would become more inter- 
ested in sound revenue bonds. Finally, permitting the 
banks to trade in and make markets in revenue bonds 
would improve their marketability and character as 
liquid investments suitable for bank portfolios and 
fiduciaries generally. 

In this connection, perhaps one further point should 
be made. We expect that other witnesses will attempt 
to deprecate the benefits we find will flow from the un- 
derwriting of revenue bonds by National and State- 
member hanks. And, as in the past, they will probably 
assert a presumption for preserving the status quo in 
tiic absence of overwhelming public benefit to the cem- 
trary. We hope this assertion will he rejected. In our 
view, restrictions on competition are unwarmnled, im- 
less justified by overriding considerations of public in- 
terest. This would be consistent with our nation*s 
theory of free enterprise. As we shall now point out, we 
see no public interest to bar cfrornercial banks fiom 
revenue bond underwriting. 

Banking Risks 

Opponents of S. 1306, pailiculaily tliuse who desire 
to preserve their privileged coiupetitiv^; position, may 
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be quick to conjure up aiguments against tliis bill. They 
have done so previously with respect to similar I^isla- 
tive proposals. Their contentions should be critically 
examined. 

One argument is Uiat Congress, in tlie Banking Acts 
of 1933 and 1935, took pains to divorce commercial 
banking from investment banking. Therefore, to enact 
S. 1306 would be a reversal of policy, since commercial 
banks would be returned to the investment banking 
business. This aigumcnt is just plain wrong. In the Mc- 
Fadden Act of 1927, Congress approved the authority 
of National banks to undeiwrite general obligations of 
States and tlieir political subdivisions. This authority 
was reafiirmed, witliout change, in the 1933 and 1935 
Acts. 

We acknowledge that Congress, in the early 1930*s, 
desired to separate commercial from investment bank- 
ing. Yet clearly, this attitude did not affect in any way 
the autliorily of National banks to imderwrite general 
obligations of State and local governments. Such au- 
tliority preexisted and was constant and unchanged 
during the banking legislation which followed the 
depression. 

Congress lias always recognized that obligations of 
State and local govemments have a special status. It 
would hardly be a reversal of policy to reaffirm this fact 
in the liglit of modern financing techniques. And that 
is all tliis Bill would do. It would merely recognize that 
revenue bonds enjoy tlie same special status as other 
State and local securities. 

In this coimection, it is not irrelevant to point out 
that when Congress creates a new federal security and 
wishes to establish a market for the same, it does not 
hesitate to authorize commercial banks to underwrite 
and deal in tliat security. Some examples are obliga- 
tions issued under tlie Federal Faini Loan Act, obli- 
gations issued by Fanny May, and obligations of tlie 
International Bank for Reconslructiou and Develop- 
ment, tlie Inler-Ameiicaii Devekipmenl Bank, and the 
TVA. 

A second aigumeiil is lliat coiiuiieivial bank under- 
writing of revenue bonds would entail substantially in- 
creased risks for banks. This aiguiiient is not per- 
suasive for two reasons. 

First, S, 1306 would pennit National and State- 
member banks to deal in and underwrile only the 
same secuiilies wlildi, at present, they are allcnved to 
purchase for their own accounts. The bill would limit 
the securities of any one issuer which such banks could 
hold at any one time, whether in their dealer or in- 
vestment arcotmts nrr as a result of an underwriting, 
to a total amount not in excess of 10 percenrt of the 
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bank’s capilal stodt and surplus. Aa'crxlitigly, no im- 
derwHluig bank wuld actpiu'e uivf-siinent seen ri lift* of 
lesser qualily vr in giealer ainuunl than lhat wliicli it, 
is now permit led lo acquire for ils invesUnenl portfciHo. 

Second, today the default leccntl for revenue bonds 
and the ratings they leceive fioin the bond laling serv- 
ices clearly show that such bonds are not inherently 
riskier than cAiiiga lions backed by general taxing pow- 
ers. In fact, many irveriuH bonds erijoy a higlier ra ifng 
lhan some cA»lIga lions backed by geneial lax le venues. 
Tlie pivNeiil slUiatioii Is anomalous In that, it is asseiled 
by some, the law pefinils conuuei'cial banks to undei- 
wrile any of ihe. la tier securilles, but pivhibils uiider- 
wiilhig of all le.venue Ijonds. Many leveiine b*jndH aie 
far sitperior in ciedit cjuality lo some oiher geiieral 
obligation bonds. 

Tlie tim'd argunient is that conflicts of interest, 
arising from Uie underwriting fiiiiclion and the dc^'JOsH, 
inveslnierit, and trust fimctlons of banks, an; likely 
to lYWtjlL For example, a bank underwriting a revenue 
bond issxie would have an inleiest in selling the bonds 
to depositors and coiTesporiderits. Therefore, its in- 
terest would impair its ability to give disinterested 
advir.ft. Four answers .serve to rebut this cffotetitlon. 
First., an iinderwriling bank will develop increased 
knowledge concerning the issuers and the market. 
This knowledge will greatly enhance its ability to give 
accurate and helpful investment advice. Second, pro- 
viding correspondent services, of which investment 
portfolio advice is but a part, is a highly competitive 
business. Tp contend that an underwriting bank would 
recommenrl inferior securities to it? riistomers, because 
it underwrote such securities, is unrealistic. The risk of 
losing correspondents will afford adequate assurance 
that the underwriting hank will give the best possible 
advice to its correspondents. Third, the bill would 
require an underwriting bank to disclose to its cor- 
respondents that it is marketing the securities in its 
capacity as an underwriter or dealer. Thus, the corre- 
spondent is on notice and can, if necessary, take ap- 
propriate measures to guard its interests. Fourth, there 
is no evidence of such self-dealing on the part of com- 
mercial hanks engaged in marketing other govern- 
ment obligations they now underwrite. There is no 
reason why this problem, will suddenly arise in the case 
of revenue bonds. 

A variation of the same argument suggests that banks 
might he tempted to sell securities which they have 
underwritten to their trust accounts. However, any 
such possibility has been obviated by the bill itself. It 
provides that the purchase of revenue bonds by a hank 
as fiduciaiy, fioi.u itself as an imderwriler or dealer. 


shall not. be penultted, unless lawfully directed by court 
order. Of comw*., the hank, as a tnistee, is limited to 
buying securities .set forth in the legal list of .securities 
held eligible for fiduciary investment, unless it is given 
discretion or other authority m the tnist indenture. 

Even without this provision, the possibility of self- 
dealing is ohviatfid hy our Regulation 9 and by appli- 
cableexa.rnInat.iort prcif.edijres erf this Office. Regiilatirm 
9, governing our supervision of t.nist departments, ex- 
pressly prohibtt.s the ii.se erf fidnaary funds to pnn*ha-se 
piToperty or fjWigaticms from the hank, unless lawfully 
atrthfjriTed hy the genrerning inst.mmerit, hyeemrt order, 
or hy local law. This is a fiidamental precept of fidu- 
ciary law which is widely recognizerl in the ccniits. We 
enforce this rule imp.spertive of the intrinsic qualities 
of the property or obligations involved. 

We believe that S. 1306 will enable Nationa.1 and 
Slale-ineiiibrc banks to nia.ke a siibstarrt.Ia.1 crrrii.iifnil.ioft 
toward assisl.ing Stale and lora.l governments. Our pa.st 
efforts have permitted National hanks to perionn in 
some degi'ee their functions in this area r»f public 
fmancft, ITowever, hmh National hanks and State- 
member banks neerl S. 1306 to achieve the full par- 
licipalloii In this market and thereby allow the public 
to obtain (he full benefits of such participation. We 
strongly endorse S, 1306, 

Tfstimony by Dfan Mn.i.KR, Deputy Gomptroi.lkr 
OF THE Currency for Trusts, Bfforb the Sen- 
ate Banking and Currency Committee, Wash- 
ington, D.C., November 16, 1967 

Afr. ChairTTian and Meinheis uf Ihe Cuinmilteei We 
are pleased to have been invited to appear here today 
to present Uie views of tlxe Gomptioller of tlie Currency 
on the amendments pioposed by Senator Mclntiye to 
S. 1659. 

Bilelly stated, the amendments would make clear 
tliat Qie Banking Act of 1933 does not preclude the 
upexaliun by banks of collective investment funds for 
monies held by tlieni in fiduciary capacities in their 
trust departments. It would also clarify the question 
of Qie application of tlie federal secmrilies laws to tliese 
funds. The Comptroller of the Currency believes 
that these ends are desirable and can be effected con- 
sistently witli tlie iiiaintenance of tlie solvency and 
liquidity of the banks. 

Tlie pooling by banks of small fiduciaiy accounts 
into uioic economically nianagcablc units, however cmc 
chooses to label it, is nothing more than the combina- 
tion of two financial services whicli banks have made 
available to their custoi riel's for niariy year?;, Tliese are 
the management of investment portfolios, and tlie 
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operation of commingled funds for the more economi- 
cal investment of monies held as fiduciary. We have 
supervised these activities for years and believe that 
the record shows that no abusive practices have devel- 
oped. We are confident that the extension of these 
services to cover additional types of accounts, in- 
cluding self-employed pension accounts, can be done 
without danger of abuse developing. In any event, 
the proposed amendments provide ample safeguards 
against the possibility of abuse. 

The proposed amendments to S. 1659 would subject 
the proposed extensions of bank activities to the full 
protection afforded the public by the securities laws. 
Further, the amendments do not lessen the responsi- 
bility of the bank supervisors in this area. For example, 
if S. 1659 were amended as proposed, we would con- 
tinue to maintain regulations governing bank operation 
of collective funds and would continue to require, 
among other things, that our prior approval be ob- 
tained before a National bank may establish a manag- 
ing agency fund. We believe that, by enabling banks 
to make their vast investment expertise more available 
to their customers, the amendments would accomplish 
a highly desirable end. 


The amendments would also subject the operation 
by banks of pooled pension and profit sharing trusts, 
established by self-employed persons to the securities 
laws, subject to the regulation of the banking agencies. 
They would clear up the legal questions which have 
interfered with bank implementation of the self- 
employed retirement plans which Congress sought to 
promote in H.R. 10. These trusts are little different 
from those which banks have been administering and 
pooling for their corporate customers, under our super- 
vision, for many years. Because of the intensive scrutiny 
of these operations which is presently being carried out 
by the banking agencies, it is logical to place the admin- 
istration of the securities laws applicable to such funds 
with these supervisory bodies. In addition, it follows 
the precedent and format set by the Securities Act 
Amendments of 1964 with respect to bank securities. 
We are confident that our agency can assume the re- 
sponsibilities which the amendments would add, and 
believe that, here too, they will serve a most desirable 
end. 

For the foregoing reasons we favor adoption of tlie 
amendments offered by Senator McIntyre. 
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AGRICULTURAL CREDIT CORPORATION— ACQUISITION 


December 21, 1966. 

Your letter of October 10, 1966, to our Regional 
Administrator has been forwarded to dm Office for 
reply. You a-sk whether a National bank may acquire, 
for $343,000, all of the stock of an agricultural credit 
corporation from the parent corporation. You note 
that you are the president of the agricultural credit 
corporation, the foregoing National bank, and the 
parent corporation, of which the agricultural credit 
corporation is a subsidiary. 

This Office understands that agricultural credit cor- 
porations arc examined on a regular basis by the Farm 
Credit Administration, an agency of the United States. 
We further understand that the various laws under 
which agricultural credit corporations opiate limit 
both the term and the amount of credit that may be 
extended to any one borrower, as well as the amount 
that may be extended to all borrowers in aggregate. 
You stated in a conversation with a member of the 
Law Department that, during its last examination, the 
agricultural credit corporation had no assets classified 
and that, at this time, the corporation is in a highly 
liquid condition. 

As provided in paragraph 7376 of the Comptroller's 
Manual for National Banks, a National ba nk may en- 
gage in activities w^hich are a part of the buaness of 
banking or incidental thereto through a department 
of the bank or through a subsidiary corporation, die 
controlling stock of which is owned by the bank. 
Clearly, the business of an agricultural ciedit corpora- 
tion is part of the business of banking. Your batik, 
therefore, may acquire the stock of a corporation en- 
gaged in such business. 

Although the third paragraph of 12 U.S.C. 371c 
exempts from the limitations of that section investment 
in or extension of credit to a bank subsidiary engaged 
solely in the business of an agricultural credit corpora- 
tion, it is the policy of this Office to require National 
banks to obtain our approval of such investments or 
extensions of credit that exceed 10 percent of the par- 
ent bank’s capital and surplus. Under the circum- 
stances described above in the second paragraph, this 
Office has no objection to an investment by the 
National bank in the agricultural corporation of an 


amount not to exceed the book value of such corpora- 
tion (not more than $367,500), which is an amount 
equivalent to approximately one-third of tlie bank's 
capital and surplus. See paragraph 1100 of the Comp-- 
troller^s Manual for National Banks ) . 

Your attention is also directed to paragraph 7380(b) 
of the Comptroller's Manual for National Banks, 
which provides that origination of loans by a National 
bank’s subsidiary at locations other than the main office 
or a branch office of the bank does not violate 12 
U.S.C. 36 and 81, provided that the loans are approved 
and made at that main office or branch office, or at 
an office the subtidiary located on the premises of 
or contiguous to that main office or branch office. 
At the prcsait time, Wyoming does not perinil branch 
banking. Accordingly, if the subsidiary is to approve 
and, therefore, make loans, tiie office of the subsidiary 
at which such loans will be approved must be located 
on the premises of, or contiguous to, the main office 
of the National bank. 


BANK MERGERS 

January 23, 1967. 

Hon. John Tower, 

Committee on Banking and Currency, 

United States Senate, W ashington, D.C.: 

I thank you for your courtesy and consideration at 
my coirfirmation hearing on January 18, 1967. During 
the hearing, you submitted two written questions and 
requested my written mspoiisc lliercto. Your first ques- 
tion was as follows; 

It is my understanding that you have expressed a policy of 
following at least to some extent the program of your predeces- 
sor. 

I noted two interviews, one with you and one with Mr. 
Saxon which appeared in Banking Magazine recently. 

In the December issue, Mr. Saxon said, speaking of the 
need for additional bank mergers: 

“There is a crying need for larger aggregates of banking 
resources and bigger pools of capital. Tn Florida today there 
is no bank big enough to meet a mere fraction of the State’s 
banking needs. Houston is another case in point; it hasn’t 
a single biUion-doUar bank. The biggest bank they have 
there is totally inadequate and must draw capital from 
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Chicago and other distant centers. Dallas^ too, lacks a bank of 
adequate size. We need more larger banks.” 

In the January issue of Banking Magazine, you seemed to 
agree with Mr. Saxon’s statement when you smd: 

“Some metropolitan areas need bigger banks in order to 
attract and retain valuable business which is presently going 
to other financial centers.” 

Gould you elaborate somewhat on your thinking and per- 
haps Mr. Saxon’s thinking on the Houston and Dallas situa- 
tions? 

Major metropolitan areas require banks which are 
capable of satisfying the financial requirements of 
local residents and businesses. An ideal structure would 
allow all such requirements to be satisfied locally. The 
degree to which local banking needs can be met by 
local banks varies substantially from area to area. Some 
cities, however, have no bank wdiicli has the capital 
and deposit structure necessary to meet most or all of 
the credit needs of every class of bank customer within 
their trade areas. Many of these banks are further 
handicapped because diey cannot alToid lu liiiie trained 
and experienced persormel to service specialized cus- 
tomer requirements. Consequently, luucli valuable 
banking business whicli originates in these localities 
goes to other cities, often hundreds of miles away. 

Assessing the reasons \^dly certain metropolitan areas 
have not produced larger banks is an exercise wlilch 
usually results in heated discussion of die merils of 
branch, group, and chain banking. Whatever the rea- 
sons, however, it is undoubtedly true Uiat some locali- 
ties have an urgent need for some increase in concen- 
tration of banking resources. 

Whether or not tliere is a need for increased bank- 
ing concentration in a paillcular area and whether 
or not a proposed bank merger will respond to such 
need are inquiries not easily answered. Secause eadi 
merger application pitsenls unique questions, every 
decision to appiuve w disappiove requires cai^ul in- 
vestigation and dellberalion and, not infrequently, 
some prognostication. 

I bdieve I sliould not attempt to ^ak for Mr. 
Saxon or to explain or interpret to you his thinking 
with regard to the Houstem and Dalkis areas. Also, 
since I may be required to decide fuLuie niergeis wlrich 
may come from these areas. T ilo nerf. tliink it would 
be appirifrtrlatft for me to prejudge any application by 
speculating as to the condition of any given market. 

Your second question was as follows: 

In December, mention was made in a periodical issued by 
an important element of the financial industry that the FDIG 
has continued to refuse the Government Accounting Office 
access to Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation bank ex- 
amination reports, whereas the Federal Savings and Loan 
Xiuuiancc Gorperation has given full coepe^ation to the 
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GAO in connection with the files of the Home Loan Bank 
Board. 

I read the explanation given by Joe Barr of the FDIC 
position, but I thought perhaps you might give us your 
thinking about the issue as a new member of the FDIC 
board. 

The FDIC does not give the GAO access to reports 
of examination of open banks because the FDIC be- 
lieves that preserving the basic concept of absolute con- 
fidentiality of such reports is essential to proper bank 
supervision and to the functioning of deposit insurance 
in the public interest The FDIC’s position is based on 
its total experience, its understanding of the intent of 
Congress and the special nature of bank examination 
and supervisory proceeding. Only recaitly, a judicial 
decision upheld this basic concept, stressing the latter 
point. 

The GAO, on the other hand, believes that it should 
have access to all FDIC records, including open bank 
examination reports, because the financial condition of 
the FDTC is inseparably linked with the banks it insures. 
Apparently, this viewpoint also extends to independent 
verification of examiner findings through separate bank 
examination. 

We can appreciate the desire of the GAO to carry 
out its mandate to audit the financial transactions of 
the FDIC. We concur, however, in the FDIC’s position. 

The FDIC, in performing its functions, acquires a 
very large body of data about hanks and bank manage- 
ment This information traditionally ha.s been furnished 
freely by bankers on the understanding that it would 
not be made available to anyone other than those 
agencies directly enneemed with hank supervision. By 
its very nature, much of this information could not be 
obtained on other than a confidential basis, for it is 
necessarily a mixture of fact, judgment, and personal 
opinion, Tf the Federal and State supervisors of hanks 
had not clearly treated most of this material in strict 
confidence through the years, the sources of essential 
information would be denied them and effective bank 
supervision would be severely inhibited. Tn that con- 
text, a public interest and public confidence is.sue of 
some magmtude is at .sta.kc, rather than the sanctity of 
llie FDICSs recon-ls during an audit limited hy statutory 
language Lo ivcords peilaiiilxig lo riiiauclal Iransactlcn'**, 


BANK SERVICE CORPORATION 

October 30, 1967. 

This is in reply to your letter of October 6, 1967, 
which relates to the proposed bank service corpora- 
tion in which a National hank plans to invest Yon 
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specifically inquire whether a bank presently owning 
automated data proreissing equipment could lease such 
equipment to the service corporation and yet continue 
to service its own customers on the equipment. You 
state, in a subsequent telephone conversation with a 
member of our Law Department, that the propc^ed 
lessor hank will purchase an interest in the service 
corporation. 

Under 1 2 U.S.G. 1 864, a bank service corporation 
is restricted to “the performance of bank services for 
banks.” Comptroller's Manual, paragraph 7390, inter- 
prets that phrase as including the direct performance by 
the service corporation for a shareholder bank’s cus- 
tomers of services which the shareholder hank has 
agreed to perform for its customer. Accordingly, if a 
hank undertakes to handle the payroll accounts or the 
accounts receivable of a customer, a bank service cor- 
poration may perform for the hank the service neces- 
sary to enable the bank to fulfill its undertaking. It 
should be noted, however, that the basic proposition 
that a hank may perform data processing services for 
hire is under attack in two cases filed in Federal District 
Courts in Minnesota and Rhode Island, 

You further state that the proposed corporation 
would act as agent for the participating banks in the 
processing and servicing of participation loans. This 
Office concurs with your opinion that the role of agent 
for the purpose of processing and servicing participa- 
tion loans is a proper function for a bank service 
corporation. 

Your third question relates to a proposed increase 
in the capitalization in the bank service corporation. 
This Office has no objection to such an increase other 
than to point out that 12 U.S.G. 1862(a) limits the 
investment of any one bank in a bank service corpora- 
tion to an amount not greater than 10 percent of the 
bank’s capital and surplus. 


CHARTER ACTIONS 

November 15, 1967, 

Hon. Wright Patman, 

Committee on Banking and Currency, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

This is in reference lo your letter of October 18, 1967, 
referring to llic present general policy of this Office willi 
I'espect. to the chartering of new National banks, and Lo 
a paflicular application for a new bank in Atlanta, Ga,, 
wliidi has been disapproved. The applicants in the 
Atlanta case have asked tliat we reccmsider that deci- 
sion and we are in the process of doing so. 


With respect to our general policy on chartering, 1 
must respectfully disagree with your conclusion that it 
has been imduly tight since I assumed office. In the 
first nine months of this year, 17 new National banks 
were chartered. This is not out of line with the figures 
for previous years going back to 1952, with the excep- 
tion of the years 1962, 1963 and 1964, when there was 
a substantial increase in the n umb er of State and Na- 
tional banks chartered. As you know, Mr. Saxon was 
of the view that the chartering policy of the Office in 
previous years had been unduly restrictive, and that 
there were numerous areas of the country wMch were 
then underbanked. As you cite in your letter, Mr, Saxon 
implemented that belief by approving a comparatively 
large number of applications during tlie firet years of 
his term. He recognized, however, that a period of 
digestion was necessary in order to give die new insti- 
tutions time to grow and, in 1966, granted only 24 
new charters. 

As I have testified before your committee, we 
evaluate each application strictly on the banking, 
economic, and other related facts which are applicable 
to the particular service area in question. Since the 
Atlanta appKcation is being reconsidered, I do not 
think it would be appropriate for me to go into detail 
as to the reasons which led to the initial rejection of it. 
It is a matter of public knowledge, however, that At- 
lanta constitutes one of the most competitive banking 
markets in the country. In this connection, banks such 
as The Gitizens and Southern, The First National 
Bank of Atlanta and the Trust Gompany of Georgia 
compete very vigorously with each other. 

With respect to your statement that our policies 
raise “serious questions of law” as well as of policy, 
our attorneys advise that the decisional law under our 
enabling statutes definitely establishes a discretion in 
this Office to disapprove, as well as to approve, charter 
applications. These decisions establish that there is 
no “right” to a bank charter in the sense that any 
reputable group with the necessary capital is entitled 
to receive one merely by filing an application. 

We recognize that the exercise of this discretion often 
involves very close and difficult decisions, especially 
where competing applications are received for tlie 
same area. It is not at all uncommon for coiiipetiiig ap- 
plicants to be of equally good repute and financial 
capability. Wc can only exercise our best, judgment in 
each case in light of the existing cornj'ielitive needs of 
the comrrmmty and the other faciois set forth in Sec- 
tion 6 of the FDI Act. 
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CHECK GUARANTY PLANS 

June 28, 1967. 

This is in reply to your letter of June 2, 1967, in 
which you raise certain questions in connection with 
the proposed issiianre of check guaranty cards to cer- 
tain cTiedit-worthy customexs of a National bank. Un- 
der the terms of the check guaranty plan, issued in 
conjunction with a prearranged credit plan by which 
the hank would agree to honor a customer's overdrafts 
to a maximum of $5/)0(\ the bank would guarantee 
payment of checks drawn by a cardholder in amounts 
up to $100 provided certain procedural conditions are 
complied with. Your questions are as follows ; 

(1) Wlictlier the ruling in paragraph 7015 of the 
trolleys Mantud for Natinml Banks was based on a check 
guaranty plan, wherein the bank’s liability was limited or, 
as in the case in the plan proposed by the subject bank, its 
potential liability was virtually unlimited? 

(2) In assuming that cardholders would draw guaranty 
checks ill excess of their iiiaxinium prearranged credit line, 
would the bank be in violatinn of 12 U.S.C. .501 and, thare- 
fore, subject to the penalties imposed by Ifl U.S.C. 1004? 

As Stated in paragraph 7015 of the Comptroller's 
Manual, an arrangement whereby a bank holds out 
to the public that it will hnnor checks drawn on it up 
to a rertam amotint. by a depositor displaying a “check 
guaranty card,” is, in essence, an agreement by the 
bank with its depositor to extend credit to the de- 
positor, if necessary, to honor his checks. Such an ar- 
rangement is essentially a commitment to lend and is 
within the power of a National bank. In issuing the 
ruling set forth in Pare^raph 7015, this Office recog- 
nized that a bank’s potential liability under a check 
guaranty plan could be virtually unlimited. Indeed, 
under a cliedk guai^auly plan of tlie nature you pro- 
pose, wludi is similar to other plans now operating, 
tliis Office cannot be ceitalii Uiat a baidc’s liability 
would be liimled. The payee of a guaiaiily check would 
be unaware of the canlbolHer Ivwing reached his 
maximum overdraft limit and might accept, theoret- 
ically, a check drawn in excess of that limit resulting, 

■n(avc'’**’h'“l^?®, in I'be banlr*« bmnnr rkblifrafMt trt P*y tb#* 

item. As you expressed in your letter, a depositor may 
exceed hi.s credit line and cause the bank to become 
obligated to pay to third parties more than the bank 
would conader it prudent to lend to that customer. 
The overdraft risk would, however, come to the bank’s 
attention immediately, allowing it to minimize losses 
and reduce its unlimited liability. According, it should 
be noted that the manner in which potential credit 
risks of this nature are evaluated, and the means which 
arc used to minimize them arc questions of pnidcnt 
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banking and not of corporate authority. In other words, 
the bank is best protecting its unlimited liability po- 
tential by initially placing the card only with these 
credit-worthy customers who may not have the pro- 
pensity to exceed their credit line. 

In answer to question two, since a clicck guaranty 
plan is an eurangement by tlie bank whli deposlloi 
to lend its credit, if necessary, to honor his checks 
drawn and caused by a merchant in accordance whli 
established procedures, the practice does not involve 
a certification by the bank tliat tlie dcpesitoi has on 
deposit an amount of money not less than ihc auiuuut 
;q)ccfficd in such check. The plan does not pxesuppose 
that a drawer will have sufficient funds on depoat 
to cover the check. The bank, if necessary, will lend 
its credit to the depositor, which is tlie essence of 
“guaranty” the plan is designed to provide. The pro- 
visions of 12 U.S.G. 501 and 18 U.S.C. 1004 are, 
therefore, not applicable. 

It is the opinion of the Comptroller's Office that a 
National bank has sufficient interest in facilitating the 
cadiing of checks by its depositors so that it may, under 
its corporate powers as enumerated in paragraph 
Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, guarantee checks drawn upon 
it and cashed by a merchant in accordance v.dth es- 
tablished procedures. See The National Banking Re- 
vieiv, June 1965, pp. 576-577. There is, therefore, no 
objection to the adoption of such a plan as outlined in 
your letter of June 2, 1967. 

DEPOSIT MACHINES 

February 15, 1967. 

This is in reference to your letter of January 4, 1967, 
our arJknow4edgement of January 13, 1967, and previ- 
ous correspondence with our Regional Office. You state 
that you are concemeri with the mUng, stated in para- 
gl’aph 7491 (be Cttmplj alley y Monwil for National 
Banks, which permits National banks lu utilize at any 
location a machine that receives checks, currency, or 

c j 'i c •/'..II - ..... .. -- - ’.i- 

the use of tliese automatic machines by a National 
bank and ask if tlieir use dues not raise questions of 
unauthorized branch banking and competitive unfair- 
ness to smaller banks. 

Sections 36(f) of Title 12, United States Code, de- 
fines the tenn ‘‘branch” as follows: 

“(f). The term ‘branch’ as used in this section shall 
be held to include any branch bank, branch office, branch 
U({eiicy, additiuiial uilice, or any branch place uf busmess 
located in a-oy State Of Tenitory of the United Statet or ie 
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the District of Columbia at which deposits are received, or 
checks, paid, or money lent” 

It has been and still is the position of this Office that 
the deposit machine does not violate, or come within 
the scope of, applicable branching laws inasmuch as 
the bank does not accept funds for deposit until they 
have reached the bank’s premises. The machine issues 
a slip which provides evidence of the transaction and 
states expressly that the transaction will become a 
deposit upon verification and crediting at the bank. 
Accordingly, the transaction at the site of the machine 
does not fall within the purview of 12 U.S.C. 36(f). 
An agency relationship is created between the customer 
and the person transporting the funds to the bank. This 
position is analogous to our ruling in paragraph 7490 
of the Comptroller's Manual for National Banks which 
states that a National bank, to meet the requirements 
of its customers, may furnish armored car messenger 
service if there is an agreement that the messenger is 
the agent of the customer rather than of the bank. It 
is our opinion that whether a messenger collects money 
and checks on foot, in an armored car, or by means of 
a deposit machine, the nature of services being per- 
formed is essentially the same. The important factor 
is that the messenger is expressly understood to be an 
agent for the customer, not for the b<ink. 

I am sure you would agree that this Office cannot 
prohibit new developments in banking simply because 
the possibility exists that some institutions would be 
put at a competitive disadvantage. In keeping with 
our supervisory authority, a proposal cannot be viewed 
solely in terms of its cost. We must consider primarily 
its conformity to law and its effect upon the financial 
condition and soundness of the banks. 

The National bank, in utilizing deposit machines at 
locations off the bank’s premises, acted in conformity 
to paragraph 7491 of the Comptroller's Manual. This 
action, in our view, is not in violation of Federal law 
or at variance with sound banking practices. 

We trust that this is f uUy responsive to your inquiries. 


ELECTRONIC DATA PROCESSING SERVICES 
February 1, 1967. 

Hon. Dante B. Fascell, 

Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Government Operations, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Thank you for )«>ur letter of January 9, 1967, re- 
questing the views atm! rornmen+s rA this Office with 
respect to a letter tA erympkkhvt agaimt the- conipolitiori 


which commercial banks and savings and loan asso- 
ciations give to the data processing industry. 

A National bank may own and operate data process- 
ing equipment as is necessary or convenient for it to 
carry on its business. If the bank is to achieve full utili- 
zation of its investment in or cost for such equipment, 
it should be permitted to make the equipment avail- 
able for the use of others when not engaged for the 
bank’s own work. Accordingly, it is our position that a 
National bank which owns or otherwise holds data 
processing equipment for its own present or future 
needs may, for compensation, make such equipment 
available to othei'S at times when the equipment is not 
in use for the bank. 

Our conclusion is supported by the analogous right 
of a National bank to own or lease a building for bank- 
ing purposes, even though it occupies only a part 
thereof and rents out the remainder to achieve maxi- 
mum return on its investment. 

Those who would bar banks from providing data 
processing services would attempt to separate out cer- 
tain customer services as “nonbanking functions” and 
call them impermissible. The error of this approach 
is that data processing services are essentially new de- 
velopments, not only for banks but for nonbanking 
companies as well. The issue is not one of banks stray- 
ing into unrelated fields. It is rather one of the chang- 
ing face of the banking function. 

Electronic data processing machines are making it 
possible for banks and other companies to offer on a 
mass marketing basis services previously available to 
only a few. In the tradition of the free competitive sys- 
tem, those companies, be they banks or nonbanks, 
which are best able to offer these services at the lowest 
price to their customers will prevail. At tins compara- 
tively early stage of the competitive race, we do not 
think some of the contestants should be permitted to 
impose handicaps on or disqualify altogether an 
important contender. 


EXAMINATION REPORTS 

December 14, 1967. 

Hon. K. a. Randall, 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 

Washington, D.C.: 

This is in reference to your letter of November 15, 
1967, containing the latest proposal by the General 
Accounting Office on the matter of its access to exam- 
inafir^t rep<>rts and iHated data on open Insured banks. 
In view of the Da I llial tlie GAO lequest cuvot Na- 
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tional as well as State banks^ you have asked for our 
comments before preparing the reply of the Corpora- 
tion to the GAO proposal. 

The proposal is to give GAO um-Hsiricted access to 
the examination reports and related data, but with 
the use of a code identification system, so diat each 
bank v/ould be identified by code number instead of 
by name. 

We understand that the matter of GAO access to 
exaziilnatlon lepuiis has been a pc>mL C'f disagreement 
betv/een FJD.I.C. and GAO for some time. The posi- 
tions of the two agencies are set forth in the Report 
of Audit of F.D.I.C. for the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 1965. 

The position of GAO as set forth in the 1965 Re- 
port is that tliey consider it a part of their audit fimc- 
lion to “evaluate llie contingent adverse effect upon 
the financial condition of the Corporation of specific 
situations wliich may have been identified at insured 
banks,** and also “to evaluate the dfectiveness of bank 
examinations performed and the degree of rdiability 
that can be placed upon such examinations to disclose 
problems at insured banks.’* GAO concludes that they 
have been “unable to fully discharge (their) audit 
responsibility,*’ because the F,D.I.G. has not given 
them access to examination reports, files and other 
records regarding open banks. 

The F.D.I.G., on the other hand, takes the position: 
(1) That the information obtained from banks by 
examiners is received in confidence and with the ex- 
press understanding that it will not be made available 
to persons other than those charged with responsibility 
for bank supervision ; that the whole examiner-banker 
relationship is based on this confidentiality and would 
be seriously impaired, if not destroyed by the GAO pro- 
posal; (2) that the Congress has never evidenced any 
intention to permit GAO access to bank examinations; 
and, (3) that, in any event, the GAO does not have 
responsibility for either assessing the sufficiency of the 
F.D.I.C. fund or reviewing the performance of bank 
examiners. The F.D.I.C. cites in support of its posi- 
tion, 12 U.S.C. 1827 which states that “The financial 
transactions of the Corporation tiiall be audited by the 
General Accounting Office, etc.” (Italic supplied) 

It is my understanding that, while this Office has 
not been asked before to express a view on this mat- 
ter, previous Comptrollers of the Currency, in their 
capacities as directors of F.D.I.C., have always been 
in agreement with tlie F.D.I.C. position. Since you 
liave appaieiilly adJiessed your Inquiry to me in my 
capacity as Comptroller, I asked our own Law De- 
portment to look into tlie matter and advise me. 
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The advice given to me by our Chief Counsel, sup- 
ports the F.D.T.G. position in all respects. In addition, 
he advises that insofar as examination reports prepared 
by employees of this Office are comcerned, that there 
are additional legal considerations which prevent 
access by GAO. 

The Congress by permitting Reorganization Plan 
No. 26, section 1, to become effective on July 31, 1950, 
15 F.R. 4935, 64 Stat 1280, specifically excepted the 
bank examination functions and records of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency from the centralization of au- 
thority intended hy the series of Reorganization plans, 
effected in 1950. At no time, before or after 1950, has 
this Office been subject to audit by the Comptroller 
General. 

Aside from legal considerations, we do not see how 
any useful pairposc would be served by GAO review of 
opeji bank examination reports. Since the GAO has no 
e^ertise in the. field of bank supervision, wc do not scc 
how access to the reports would enable them to judge 
either the adequacy of the insurance fund or the ade- 
quacy of any bank examiner. For the above cited rea- 
sons, we would not favor any abrogation of tiie present 
arrangements between the Corporation and the GAO. 


GUIDELINES FOR ADVERTISING 

October 9, 1967. 

We are in receipt of an advertisement recently 
placed by your bank in a newspaper publicizing your 
“5 percent passbook savings account.” The advertise- 
ment fails to meet the standards enumerated in the 
Comptroller’s letter of December 16, 1966, to all Na- 
tional bank presidents, and it misstates some of the 
provisions of Federal Reserve Regulation Q. For your 
convenience, a copy of both the advertisement and the 
letter is attached. 

The advertisement violates standards (1), (3) and 
(4). It does not state whether the 5 percent rate is 
simple or compounded; it does not clearly and affirma- 
tively state that the deposit must be held 90 days in 
order to earn 5 percent interest; and, it erroneously 
states that the account, rather than the depositor, is 
insured by the F.D.LC. up to $15,000. 

The first paragraph of the section captioned “Your 
money is readily available” is erroneous. First, interest 
rates on time and savings accounts are governed by the 
Federal Reserve fioard rather than the F.T.D.G. Sec- 
ond, Regulation Q does not normally “require 90 days 
written notice before you withdraw your money.** 
Only time deposits earning 5 percent or 5^4 percent 
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interest must be held 90 days, and payment may be 
made eitber 90 days after deposit or 90 days after 
written noliee. Third, paynie.Tii may be made before 
maturity only to prevent a hardship under the circum- 
stanres desr ribed in Section 217.4(d) of Regulation Q. 
This i.s a very limited situation and does not make a 
depositors money “readily available.” 

We note that a letter was sent to you on April 13, 
19G7, to the effert that your adveiliseineiit coiiceniing 
your 30-day savings certificates was in violation of 
Regulation Q. On Se{Jteniber 5, 1967, our Regional 
Cmmsel notified you that your billboard advertisement 
concerning youi’ 5 percent passbook savings was in 
violation of standards (1) and (3) of our advertising 
guidelines. 

We will expect your compliance witli the letter and 
spirit of the advertising guidelines of tliis Office, as 
well as accuracy in your explanation of any provisions 
of Regulation Q mentioned in your advertisements. 


INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
February 7, 1967. 

This refers to your letter of December 0, 1966, re- 
questing the views of this Office with respect to para- 
graph 1181 in the Comptroller’s Manual for Naiional 
Banks, relating to Inari.s to an industrial development 
authority. Since you iTcently advised this Office that 
the proposed loan which impelled your request has not 
developed, we will limit our comments to a short dis- 
cussion of that paragraph. 

Paragraph 1181 sets forth r.e.tla.In ccndl lions which 
must be complied with in order for a loan or other 
extension of credit to an indus1.nal development au- 
thority or similar public entity not to be deemed an 
obligation of the authority under 12 U.S.G 84. The 
borrowing authority or similar public entity must have 
been created for the purpose of constructing and leas- 
ing a plant facility to an industrial occupant. In addi- 
tion, the bank must rely on the credit of the industrial 
occupant; the authorit/s liability with respect to the 
loan must be limited solely to whatever interest it has 
in the particular facility; the authority’s interest must 
be assigned to the bank as security for the loan; and 
the industrial occupant’s lea-se rentals must be assigned 
and paid directly to the bank. 

There has heen a trend in recent years tov.^ard the 
development of local industrial facilities through the. 
use of local development entities. These entities have^ 
for the most part, been created as political subdivisions 
of States or municipalities. The increasing sums re- 


quired by tliose entities in order to develop industrial 
sites were availaJMe, to a great extent, only from com- 
mercial banks. In recogni/ing that the. .sums advanced 
to such entities were actually for the benefit of the in- 
dustrial occupants, this Qffici* proTmilga.ted paragraph 
1181 in order to ensure that upon compliance with 
stated conditions, such loans would not be deemed ob- 
ligations of siich entities under 12 U.S.G. 84. Basic to 
this paragraph is the requirement that the entity or 
authority be a public entity, a political subdivision of 
the State or municipality. It does not appear that a 
nonprofit inslitirtion organiTed under a State member- 
ship corporation law would qualify as an industrial 
development authority for the purpose of paragraph 
1181. 

However, your bank may wish to give consideration 
to paragraph 1175 in the Comptroller's Manual for 
possible application to the foregoing situation. That 
paragnqih provides that where the. obligation of a cus- 
tomer to repay a loan is limited to the proceeds of a 
contract or to an asset transferred as security, there- 
fore, and his obligation with reject to the collateral 
is limited to a warranty of validity, as of the date of 
its transfer, neither the described obligations of the 
customer nor tlie collateral lepresent obligations of llie 
customer subject to the lending limit under 12 U.S.G. 
84. As a matter of piudeiit judgment, a bank should 
take appropriate aclioii to assure that there will not 
be an undue concentration of uiiderlyiiig collateral 
substantially dependent ujxin a limited area of eco- 
nomic activity. This ruling, in effect, provides that the 
liability of the borrower shall be in rem, so that the 
recon i^e, collection and effect of the debt under the 
obligation shall be r estricted and limited to and be had 
only against the real estate desr;iibed in the accompany- 
ing mortgage. 


INTERLOGKING DIRECTORATES 

June 30, 1967. 

Hon. Emanuel Geller, 

Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. : 

Thank you for your letter of February 10, 1967, 
iiequestirig the views of die Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency relative to the proposed legislation H.R. 2509, 
wluch proposes to aiuciiu Section 8 of liie Clayton Act 
to proliibit certain management interlocking relation- 
ships, and for otlier purposes. The effect of diis pro= 
posed amendment would be llie substitution, in its en- 
tirety, for the present language of Section 8. 
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The bill, in substance, prevents interlocking relation- 
ships, unless approved by the Attorney General, where 
a peison who is a director, officer, or employee with 
management functions, holds, at the same time, the 
position of director, officer, or employee with manage- 
ment functions in any other entity which is an actual 
or potenti^ competitor, customer, supplier, source of 
credit or capital, or whose principal business is the 
holding of stock in, or control of, any entity in com- 
merce. Said provisions of the bill apply to entities en- 
gaged in commerce having capital, surplus, and un- 
divided profits aggregating more than $1 million. The 
provisions do not apply when one of the entities owns 
more than 50 percent of the voting stock of the other 
or others, or where 50 percent or more of the voting 
stock of each of the entities is directly or indirectly 
owned by the same entity. 

Banks of all sizes throughout the country have 
boards of directors composed of business leaders with 
expertise in various fields of endeavor. These persons 
give specialized and technical knowledge that other- 
v/ise would not be available to the banks. In order to 
cope with the intricacies of business today, it is nec- 
essary to have the best advice available. To eliminate 
from the boards of directors such qualified persons 
would place banking under a serious handicap. The 
banks would have to undergo a complete reshuffling of 
their directorates and be compelled to draw from 
within for their directors. Such action would force the 
banks to foigo the invaluable contributions of the 
businessmen who arc so knowledgeable in their re- 
spective fields. We feel that this loss to the banjemg 
industry would far exceed any good that could be de- 
rived from this bill. 

The proposed bill would have the effect of prevent- 
ing lawfully constituted holding companies, with 50 
percent or less stock interest in a bank, from having 
representation on the board of directors of such affiliate 
in which it has control or a substantial investment. The 
prohibitions would thwart the very purpose for the 
existence of bank holding companies by fettering their 
ability to place loans among their affiliates. 

Additionally, it would prevent a person engaged in 
doing business with a bank from serving on a bank’s 
board, even if such person had supplied capital or in- 
vested in a particular bank. Such provisions would 
severely handicap banks in obtaining the capital and 
deposits they need to grow and to serve the community. 
Substantial depositors would not be interested in in- 
vesting money in an organization where they were pre- 
cluded from having representation and no opportunity 
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to voice an opinion in the bank’s operations, which 
vitally concern their investments. 

While presently there may be opportunities for 
abuses and self-dealing in corpoiaiioiis liaving inter- 
locking directorates, we have not seen significant 
evidence of abuses by directors witli ties in both busi- 
ness and banking. We regard the present statutory 
regulation of banking as sufliclenl to prevent tlie type 
of abuse which H.R. 2509 is designed to prevent. The 
banking industry is under constaiiL scruliiiy because 
of its multiple examinations conducted by the various 
governmental agencies. Tliese cxamliiallom prevent, 
deter and, if necessary, ferret out any and all of tlie 
abuses at which the bill is aimed. 

One of the most notable features of Section 8 of the 
Clayton Act, as presently written, is tlie fact tliat it has 
been amended five times since its passage in 1914. 
Each of these amendments was based upon a recogni- 
tion that the more sweeping general rule of Section 8 
could not practicably be appUed in toto to the banking 
industry. As a result, the amendments carved out 
significant exceptions which today comprise Uie greater 
part of the Section. The rationale advanced in the 
preceding parz^iaphs, therefore, has been proven 
historically valid. If Congress were now to repeal 
Section 3 and substitute the broad proposal contained 
in H.R. 2509, it later would be faced, as have five 
Congresses since 1914, with the necessity for amending 
the new Act in order to permit the banking industry 
to perform its essential role in our economy. 

It is, therefore, our sincere belief that applying 
the operative provisions of H.R. 2509 to banks would 
not be in the public interest. Its provisions would de- 
prive the Nation’s banking system of invaluable advice 
and experience; its passage would make it extremely 
difficult to banks to progress and keep pace with our 
growing economy; and, its exclusionary provisions 
could cause substantial and harmful turmoil in an 
industry in which stability is essential. Accordingly, 
this Office would be strongly opposed to applying the 
provisions of the proposed legislation to the commer- 
cial banking industry. 


INVESTMENT SECURITIES 

August 31, 1967. 

Hon. William Proxmire, 

Subcommittee on Financial Institutions, 

United States Senate, Washington, Z).C. 

This letter is in reference to the testimony of our 
Office, before the Subcommittee on Financial Institu- 
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tions of the Senate Comimttee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, with respect to S. 1306 (90th Cong., 1st sess.). 

Upon reflection, it has occurred to us that perhaps 
some of our testimony may need clarification. We refer 
to the colloquy relating to the procedures by v-diidi this 
OflScc determines that National banks invest in or 
underwrite and deal in securities of good quality. 

At the outset, it should be clearly understood that 
our Office does not, on its own initiative, rule on the 
eligibility of every security issue in which National 
banks may he interested. The number of security issues 
each year would make this a burdensome task. Clearly, 
our present staff could not undertake this responsibility 
and we now see no need to hire additional personnel 
to do so. 

This does not mean, however, that National banks 
may freely invest in or underwrite and deal in security 
issues as they will. Our Office has three methods to 
supervise this activity. 

The first method is the imposition by our Office of 
a quality standard. Our Regulation 1 (12 GFR 1) es- 
tablishes this standard pursuant to our authority to 
further define the term “investment security.” We 
believe that this standard also applies to general obli- 
gations of States and political subdivisions thereof. In 
our view, such obligations are not a class of security 
separate and distinct from investment securities, as 
defined in 12 U.S.C. 24(7). We consider State and 
local obligations to he a type of investment security, as 
to which, however, the limitations regarding under- 
writing and dealing are inapplicable. 

Our quality standard is reflected in Regulation 
1.3(e) and 1.5 (a) and (b). It is there provided, in 
pertinent part, as follows: 

(e) The phrase “general obligation of any State or of any 
political subdivision thereof” means an obligation supported 
by the full faith and credit of the obligor. It includes an obli- 
gation payable from a special fund when the full faith and 
credit of a State or any political subdivision thereof is obligated 
for payments into the fund of amounts which will be sufficient 
to provide for ail required payments in connection with the 
obligation. It implies an obligor possessing resources sufficient 
to justify faith and credit. 

(a) ... A bank may purchase an investment security for 
its own account when in its prudent banking judgment (which 
may be based in part upon estimates which it believes to be 
reliable), it determines that there is adequate evidence that 
the obligor will be able to perform all that it undertakes to 
perform in connection with the security, including all debt 
service requirements, and that the security may be sold with 
reasonable promptness at a price which corresponds reasonably 
to its fair value. 

(h) ... A bank may, Kiihject to limitations set forth in 


§ 1,6 (b), purchase an investment security for its own account 
although its judgment with respect to the obligor’s ability to 
perform is based predominantly upon estimates which it 
believes to be reliable. Although the appraisal of the proqiects 
of any obligor will usually be based in part upon estimates, it 
is the purpose of this paragraph to peruiit u bank lu exercise 
a somewhat hiroader range of juOgmeut with respect to a more 
restricted portion of its investment portfolio. It is expected that 
this authority may be exercised not only in the absence of a 
record of performance but also when there are prospects for 
improved performance. It is also expected that an investment 
security purchased pursuant to this paragiapU may by die 
cstahlishment of a sallsfactory finaucial record become eligible 
for purchase under paragraph (a) of this section. 

Thus, each National bank, in the exercise of prudent 
banking judgment, must apply this quality standard 
before purchase of any investment or public security. 

The second method is tlie prior ruling procedure of 
our Office. As provided in Regulation 1.5(a) and 1.9, 
a National bank may request a ruling of this Office of 
its own volition. Although National banks are not 
obliged to obtain our prior clearance, they frequently 
do so. 

The third and most important method is our ex- 
amination process. The instructions of our Office to 
our examiners and to all National banks, as set forth in 
the Comptroller's Policy Guidelines For National Bank 
Director Si provide, in pertinent part, as follows: 

Careful credit analysis is as essential in making sound in- 
vestments as it is in granting sound loans, lue responsibility 
for prudent matiHgeinriit of a bank’s inveriinent account can- 
not be delegated tn a enrrespondent, brokerage house, or 
rating service. 

Paragraph 1.8 of the Investment Securities Regulation Sec- 
tion of the Comptroller’s Manual for National Banks requires 
every bank to maintain complete credit information for all 
investment securities. Public securities, except United States 
Government and Federal Agency Obligations, are not exempt 
from the above requirement. In determining die soundness 
of a public security, the following information should *oe 
obtained and analyzed: 

1. Statement of total debt including all related obligations. 

2. Assessed valuation, including basis of assessment. 

3. Property tax rates. 

4. Tax collection record. 

5. Receipts and disbursements. 

6. Sinking fund operation and requirement. 

7. Future debt service requirement. 

8. Population. 

9. Economic background. 

10. Default record. 

11. Per capita debt. 

Appropriate credit, information should also be obtained for 
iuvesLriient securities as defined in Paragraph 1.3(b) of tlic 
Investment Securities Regulation. 

In reviewing an investment account, the Examiner should 
determine the quality, market value, and liquidity of the 
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account and whether the bank is complying with related 
laws and regulations. 

In addition to making a credit analysis of all securities 
held for resale^ the Examiner should carefully review the 
bank's underwriting and trading activities for any iiidicalioii 
of a possible conflict of interest with the bank’s trust 
activities. 

Althou^ OUT examination process is an after-the- 
fact investigation, tliis is not a handicap in properly 
supervising the quality of securities in the investment 
and underwriting portfolios of National banks. Oc- 
casionally, a loss is sustained by a National bank which 
fails to observe our quality standard. But we know of 
no case in recent years where such a loss has been an 
important consequence to the bank’s solvency. 

Finally, it should be said that we exercise the same 
supervisory function over security portfolios of Na- 
tional banks as we do over the loan portfolios of such 
banks. We do not have authority for prior approval or 
disapproval of loans made by National banks. We 
would not ask for such authority. Similarly, we would 
not seek authority to approve or disapprove in advance 
securities purchased by National banks for their in- 
vestment or underwriting portfolios. 


REAL ESTATE LOANS 

April 18,1967. 

This is in reply to your letter of March 6, 1967, in 
which you inquire whether a minimum rental or per- 
centage occupancy requirement, made as a condition 
to a takeout coimiiitment by a permanent lender, will 
render the comiiiitment unsatisfactory under 12 U.S.C. 
371. You note that the Ooinptroller, as reported on 
page 215 of the Derember 1966 issue of The Naticinal 
Hanking Reniero, ha.s ruled that a conrmitment to ad- 
vance the full amount of the loan at the end erf 29 
months, on condition that the huildlng be at least 80 
percent crrnipied, did not con.stitiite a valid and bind- 
ing agreement, by a financially responsible lender, to 
advance the full amount of the bank’s loan upon 
the completion of the building, as is requii'ed by 
12 U.S.C. 371. 

An is stated in paragraph 2400(c) of the ComfUrol- 
ler*s Manufd for Naliorud Banks, if a National bank, 
ill extending Interifn oredlt tu finance the const met inn 
of an industrial or commercial building, relies pri- 
marily for repayment of the loan on a coinmHitient by 
a financially rft5ponsihle lender lu Lake up the loan 
upon completion of constnictiou, the k*ai! is not a real 
estate loan and i.s not subject to the liinitation cou- 
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tained in the third paragraph of 12 U.S.C. 371 that 
such loans have maturities not to exceed 24 months. 
Although there is no specific restriction as to the pe- 
riod of time over which .such takeout commitments 
may extend, they must be made for a definite or de- 
terminable date subsequent to completion of construc- 
tion. A minimum rental or percentage occupancy re- 
quirement would make uncertain the date at which the 
takeout commitment would become effective. Accord- 
ingly, a takeout commitment, subject to such condi- 
tions, would not constitute a valid and binding com- 
mitment with the meaning of 12 U.S.C. 371. It should 
be noted, however, that in situations where the per- 
manent lender agrees to advance a partial amount 
upon completion of the building and conditions a fur- 
ther advance upon a minimum occupancy requirement, 
only that part of the loan which is supported by a take- 
out commitment, subject to the occupancy requirement, 
is classified as a real estate loan under 12 U.S.C. 371. 


SECURITIES LOANS 

October 18, 1967. 

Hon. Dante B. Fascell, 

Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the 

Committee on Government Operations, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C.; 

Thank you for your letter of September 28, 1967, 
calling the attention of this Office to an article in the 
Wall Street Journal of the same date. The article re^ 
ports that certain lenders, which it describes as “un- 
regulated lenders,” make loans to Rpectilators for the 
purpose of penuilliiig them to purchase or carry reg- 
istered stocks williOLil regard for the mai^n require- 
ments of Regulation U of the Federal Reserve Board 
(12 CFR 221). It also states that some banks make 
loans to the so-called unregulated lenders, knowing 
that such lenders will rdoaii Him nmceeds in dreiini- 
vention of Regulation U. 

Autiioriiy to issue Regidalioii U is veslei.l exclusively 
in the Federal Reserve Board by the Securities Ex- 
change Act of 1934, particularly section 7 thereof (15 
U.S.C. 78) . Accordingly, this Office does not have a 
pt^icy porillou willi legat'd to the substani-ive provi- 
sions of such regulation. This Office does, however, 
have the liiuited i'esqfKnistl»ilily to ascertain If National 
banks are coniplying willi the reipifrements rf Rf^i- 
latiofi U, inc-ludittg section 221 -3 (q) (hereiof. Tills we 
do in llie course of our regular examinalions of Na- 
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tional banks. If a violation is discovered, we promptly 
bring the matter to the attention of the National bank 
involved for correction. 

In our examinations of National banks, we have not 
found patterns of loans made to so-called unregulated 
lenders with knowledge of their intent to reloan the 
same to finance the purchase or carrying of registered 
stock. And the violations we occasionally discover pro- 
vide no basis for suspecting that such patterns do exist. 
This is not to say, however, that each violation of 
Regulation U by a National bank is uncovered by this 
Office. 

Many times a National bank does not know tliat its 
loan to a so-called unregulated lender is a violation of 
section 221.3 (q). If the unregulated lender, who is 
also engaged in other lending activities, iriToims the 
bank that he does not intend to reloan the money for 
the purpose of financing or carrying a registered stock, 
and die bank has no reason to suspect oilier wise, llie 
loan will be an unknowing violation of subsection 
221.3(q) on the part of the bank. In this regard, it 
should be noted that section 7(d) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 prescribes a subjective test, 
namely the purpose of the so-called unregulated lender, 
ax the standard for determining whether that statute 
is violated. Such a standard is not always susceptible 
to easy application. 

Even if the bank’s lending officer has knowledge 
that a loan is in violation of section 221. 3 (q), this 
Office may not discover the violation during our exam- 
ination, for two reasons. First, the credit file of the 
bank may not disclose, or otherwise suggest, the viola^ 
tion. Thus, the examiner reviewing that file will have 
no way of knowing of the impropriety, unless told by 
the lending officer. Second, if the loan in question is 
not in arrears, is otherwise in good standing, and the 
amount thereof is below the amount set as the stand- 
ard for reviewing loans in the course of a particular 
examination, the examiner may have no occasion to 
review the credit file and speak to a bank official re- 
garding the loan. 

Although, as indicated, we have no reason to believe 
that a substantial number of loans in violation of Reg- 
ulation U are now made by National banks, in order 
to guard against such possibility this Office intends to 
remind our examiners to follow our instructions in this 
area and be especially alert to violations of such regula- 
tion, including .section 221.3 (q). We expect these in- 
structions to go forward to our field personnel in the 
very near future. 


TRAVEL SERVICES 

October 4, 1967, 

Hon. Emmanuel Celler, 

Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Reference is made to your letter of September 26, 
1967, in which you request our comments with respect 
to a letter from a travel-agency president. He presents 
several arguments in support of pending legislation 
designed to prevent National banks from operating 
travel agencies!. Tn substance, he feels the operation by 
National banks of travel services is illegal, is not in the 
public interest, represents unfair competition, will drive 
the independent travel agent out of business, and per- 
mits the hank to prRS.su re its depositors and borrowers 
to utilize such service. 

The. position of this Office in regard to National 
hanks acting a.s travel agents is set forth in Paragraph 
7475 of the Comptroller's Manual for National Banks, 
as follows: 

Incident to those powers vested in them under 12 U.S.C. 
24, National banks may provide travel services for their cus- 
tomers and may receive compensation therefor. Such services 
may include the sale of trip insurance and the rental of auto- 
mobiles as agent for a local rental service. In connection 
therewith, National banks may advertise, develop, and extend 
such travel services for the purpose of attracting customers 
to the bank. 

There are several bases for this ruling. First, both 
State and National banks have a long history of service 
as travel agents. In the period between the Civil War 
and the 1920’s, lire banks in some sections of tlie coun- 
tiy played a large role in arranging travel accommoda- 
tions for immigrants. Tlius, banks are not “entering” 
the travel business. Some have been in the field for 
nearly 1 00 years. 

The second basis for the ruling was determination 
by this Office that the furnishing of travel services as 
the agent of a carrier is a proper banking function. It 
complements many established banking services such 
as the issuance of traveler’s letters of credit and travel- 
er’s checks, the providing of custody accounts, safe 
deposit facilities, and the entire range of bank credits 
employed in international trade and investment Also, 
although the activities of a travel agent have become 
formalized in recent years, the basic function continues 
to be the delivery of documents — the tickets — against 
payment of the price. This function, of course, is identi- 
cal to that perfonned by banks in connection with sev- 
eral areas of domestic and international commerce. 
For example, in commercial transactions between dis- 
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tnal f>ATl,ie45, seller-s custCFmarily inake hanks thrtir agents 
for the delivery of documents and the collection of 
drafts. 

Rule G7, to wliicli the travel-agency piraident refers 
ill his letter, was a lenedion <»f ceir-tain arlvertwmg and 
juxifitalnlity restruiifms ifiipnsftfl after World War II 
on travel dcj-iartments fi|iftra.ted hy National banks. 
This “rule*’ was neither published in the Code, of Fed^ 
€Tal Rtguhitwns nor contained in the Comptroller's 
DigeH of OpiriiuTUf^ the foierunner of the. Comptroller's 
Manual for National BanJis, In 19555, after an exten- 
sive 2-year study eoriducled by this Office at the behest 
of the Aiiiericaii Society Travel Agents, these restric- 
tions were lifted. 

As previously noted. National banks and independ- 
ent travel agents have been olTermg travel services, 
side by side, for neariy 100 ye.^j rs. We have been unable 
to discover a single instance in which an independent 
travel agent has been driven out of business as a result 
of competition from a National bank, or in which a 
National l.»ank has applied pressure on a customer, 
tlinuigli its leudirtg and borrowing relationship, to 
utilize the bank’s travel services. We are strongly of the 
upinion^ espeL-lally during these times of increased de- 
mand by the general public for travel services, that it 
would be adverse to the public interest to eliminate, as 
the agency president suggests, National banks as 
competitors in this area. 

Finally, it slioukl be noted, that although he objects 
to the participation of National banks in the travel 
service area, the New York legislature has added to its 
“barikJng powers” statute, which controls the activities 
of New York State banks, the following provision, in 
pertinent part: 

§ 96 Every bank and trust company shall ♦ * * have the 
following powers. 

13. To reserve or order transportation, travel accommoda- 
tions or other travel services. 

Consolidated Laws of New York 
Banking Laws, § 96 


TRUTH-IN-LENDING 

April 25, 1967. 

Hon, Wallace F. Bennett, 

Committee on Banking and Currency, 

United States Senate, 

Washington, D.C.: 

We are pleased to submit the following as our an- 
swers, for the record, to the qiie.stions you asked at the 
conclusion of our testimony on April 13, 1967, concern- 
ing S. 5, the Truth-In-Lending Act of 1967. 
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( 1 ) “Can you tell how a bank check credil program 
would comply with S. 5?” 

We assume the question refers to the activity wherein 
a bank agrees to horior, up to a luaxiiniiiii amount, 
checks writfen by a deposulor hi excess of ihe bnlance! 
in bis accoiinl. The bank, in elTecl, uyK.»ri lieirig salis- 
fierl wllh (he dej'iosilor’s credit standing, inakeK a ccmi- 
mitment to lend the maximuni ainounl In the 
depositor. The depositor receives the proceetls of his 
loan hy writ ing cherk.s In excjess of hU ac.coiinl. ha.lance. 

We believe that it is the intent of the bill that tliis 
type of credit extenrion lx; treated smillaiiy to the re- 
volving credit, account No credil Is extended until the 
borrower overdraws his account and, at that time, a 
finance charge, usually at a monthly rale of 1 ixfcent 
to 154 percent, is charged. We believe it is the intent 
of the hill that this would be disclosed as an annual 
rate of 12 piercent to 18 percent 

(2) “Gan you tell how a bank credil card program 
would comply with S. 5?” 

A bank’s credit card program, for purposes of S- .5, 
is, at least as far as the customer is concerned, es-sen- 
tially the same as a retalle!’’s revolving credit program. 
The dilTerence, which is not significant, is that the hank 
takes the position which the iiierchanL or seller erf good.s 
or services would occupy In a revolving credit program. 
Thus, a bai*k credit card program should not present 
any urtique problems with respect to S. 5. If the im- 
posed rate is percent per month, the annual rate 
would be 12 times V/i percent, or 13 percent What- 
ever iiielhrKl is adopted by S. 5 regarding revolving 
credil programs would also be applicable to bank credit 
card programs. 

(3) “What about credit card programs where a fee 
is paid to get the card?” 

A fee paid to obtain a credit card can, as the regu- 
lators choose, be viewed either as a cost incident to 
obtaining credit, such as the cost of a credit investiga- 
tion report, or a one-time cost spread over an indefinite 
lifetime of the card. If the former view is adopted, this 
fee will enter into the computation of the aggregate 
finance charge to be paid by the borrower for the ex- 
tension or use of credit. If the latter view is taken, the 
fee for obtaining the card should not be included in 
the rate. 

(4) “How would a variable interest rate contract 
comply with S. 5?” 

We are not sure what is meant in the question by 
“variable rale contract.” If the reference is to a grad- 
uated late Cun tract with a fixed lenri and a definite 
payment schedule, a single rale equivalent may be ob- 
tained through the use of tables. 
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In the case of an open-end rontract with graduated 
rates, a single rate can only be obtained by hypothe- 
sizing in regard to the length and terms of the loan. 
Rules could be established by the regulating agency. 

In the case of a really vanable. rate, where the rale 
is subject to unpredictable change, the annual rate 
could only be given on the basis of the late in efTect 
at the time the contract is drawn. Additional informa- 
tion regarding the events which would cause change 
in the rate, overall maximum rate, etc., could be given 
in narrative. 


UNDERWRITING REVENUE EOJNUS 

September 1 , 1967 . 

Hon. John Sparkman, 

Committee on Banking and Currency, 

United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Reference is made to your request for die views of 
this Office on S. 1306, a bill *‘To assist cities and States 
by amending section 5136 of tlie Revised Statutes, as 
amended, with respect to the autliority of National 
banks to underwrite and deal in securities issued by 
States and local governments, and for other puiposes.” 

The Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 autliorized commer- 
cial banks to underwrite general ubligaliuns of States 
and their political subdivisions, altliougii it also forbade 
banks to underwrite other securlUes. The effect of tlie 
law was to assure States and local governments that 
they would have the benefit of effective competition 
between commercial banks and invesLuieiit bankers in 
the marketing of their obligations. 

Since the depression years, public needs have grown 
extensively, and State and local governments in plan- 
ning methods of financing their needs have been in- 
creasingly faced with antiquated statutory debt limits. 
Consequently, in order to raise funds to finance their 
public needs, these political entities have had to raise 
revenues through other means than property taxation 
to which debt limits are principally keyed. The prac- 
tice developed of allocating revenues from specific 
sources to specific purposes. Bonds to be paid from 
revenues thus allocated have come to be known as 
revenue bonds. This type of bond now constitutes 
nearly half of the bonds issued by State and local gov- 
ernments. In practice, these bonds have proved to be 
just as sound as general obligations, and there is no 
basis whatever for asserting as a generality that general 
obligation bonds are sounder than revenue bonds. 

There is no less need for effective competition be- 
tween commercial banks and investment bankers in 


Ihe marketing of revenue- bonds than in the market- 
ing of general obligation bonds. Moreover, there is no 
basis for making a distinction between general obli- 
gation and revenue boxids with iTespeot to bank parlici- 
palion in their mailteting. No such di.stinction was 
ever written into law, and it exists today only because 
of the historical accident that the general mode of 
State and local government financing when the law 
was enacted was through the issuance of general 
obligations. 

Indeed, this OflBce has interpreted the tenn “gen- 
eral obligation” in the existing law as covering certain 
kinds of sound issues which had nr^vinnsly con- 
sidered revenue bonds. The Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, although it testified before 
your Committee in favor of enactment of S. 1306, has 
not accepted the Comptroller’s interpretation of the 
powers of National banks in this regard, but has taken 
the position that only bonds hacked by the full faith 
and credit of a political subdivision posse.ssing full 
powers of taxation may be underwritten under existing 
law. The question is involved in litigation now pend- 
ing in the Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia. 

S. 1306 is limited in scope and would not go so far 
as to authorize National banks to deal in and under- 
write revenue bonds which do not have the requisite 
soundness, nor would it authorize such hanks to do so 
in unlimited amounts. It would authorizi^, hanks to 
deal in and underwrite only those revenue bonds now 
eligible for purchase hy National hanks, and only in 
amounts not exceeding 10 percent of the bank’s cap- 
ital and surplus, for any single issuer. Thus, there 
would be little, if any, additional risk to a bank over 
that which it may have under existing law. Moreover, 
S. 1306 would specifically exclude industrial revenue 
and special assessment bonds. 

The only other possible objection to the proposed 
legislation is the possibility of conflict of interest abuse 
on the part of individual banks. This objection seems 
hardly tenable in view of the fact that substantively 
there is little, if any, difference between revenue bonds 
and general obligation bonds, which banks have long 
been permitted to deal in and underwrite, in view also 
of the fact tliat conflict of inteiiest abuse has not been 
a problem in the administiation of tlie laws which per- 
mit bank underwriting of general obligations. 

The proposed legislation would merely modernize 
tlie powcis of National banks in light of modem meth- 
ods of public financing, and would provide for local 
govemiiienls a greater competitive market than they 
now have in wliicli to finance badly needed public im- 
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provcmcnts. This Office, therefore, strongly urge-s the 
enactment of S. 1306. 


VOTING OF BANK STOCK 

December 18, 1967 

Hon. Wright Patman, 

Committee on Banking and Currency, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C.: 

Thank you for your letter of November 17, 1967, 
which requests a report from this Office on H.R, 
13884 (90th Gong., Istsess.). 

H.R. 13884 deals with two subjects. First, it would 
prohibit any insured bank from controlling the voting 
of any of its own stock, and, secondly, it would extend 
the present requirements for mandatory cumulative 
voting now imposed on National banks to cover all 
insured banks. 

First, The provisions of H.R. 13884 which would 
prohibit insured banks from voting their own capital 
stock apparently refer to situations where such banlM 
hold their stock as trustees. National banks are pres- 
ently prohibited from holding their own stock, bene- 
ficially (12 U.S.G. 83), and we believe most State 
banks are similarly restricted. 

National banks presently may not vote their own 
stock, which they hold as trustee, at elections of di- 
rectors, “unless under the terms of the trust the man- 
ner in which such shares shall be voted may be 
determined by a donor or beneficiary of the trust and 
unless such donor or beneficiary actually directs how 
such shares shall be voted * * (12 U.S.G. 61). 

H.R. 13884 would repeal the above provision and, 
in its place, write an absolute prohibition forbidding 
any insured bank to “directly or indirectly exercise or 
control the exercise of the voting rights of its capital 
stock.” 

Although this Office has heard of one recent com- 
plaint concerning a State bank, respe-cting its voting 
of its stork held in trust, similar complaints cannot, 
however, be levied against any National bank. For 
National banks, the above-quoted provisions of 12 
U.S.G. 61 contain a completely adeqnale safegnard- 
Sincft this provisiorn now folly protects against Lirqiro- 
prieties by Nat.iofna.1 banks, we .see iio necessity fot- (he 
more stringent rule of H.R. 13884. 

If, arguendo, some Federal legislation is considered 


necessai’y and proper with regard to State banks, we 
believe that the above-quoted provision of 12 U.S.G. 
61 should serve as the standard. 

H.R, 13884 would also have undesirable side effects 
upon all banks. One effect would be its disruptive im- 
pact. H.R. 13884 would render each insured bank, 
both State and National, practically incapable of act- 
ing as trustee of a trust, the assets of which include 
stock of such bank. Thus, every trust containing stock 
of an insured bank would have to be lodged with a 
different bank. This would disrupt many trusts now 
in existence. And this would be true whether such 
stock was, in terms of value, a substantial portion of 
the trust’s assets. 

H.R. 13884 would also foster the creation of inter- 
bank influence. If a bank, as trustee, holds substantial 
stock in another bank, the former could, through cu- 
mulative voting, obtain representation on the latteris 
board of directors. The trustee bank could, with justi- 
fication, insist that such representation is necessary to 
.fulfill its fiduciary duty to oversee the management of 
its trust assets and to preserve and enhance their value. 
While some such situations exist today, H.R. 13884 
would serve to greatly enlarge tlie number of cases in 
which this would occur. 

Second. The second provision of H.R. 13884 would 
extend the present mandatory cumulative voting re- 
quirements on National banks to cover the election of 
directors of every insured bank. 

This Office has had mixed experiences with regard 
to the subject of cumulative voting. The desirability 
of cumulative voting is a matter of disagreement 
among many knowledgeable and respected legal 
commentators. 

This Office recognizes that cumulative voting is con- 
sidered a means of achieving corporate democracy. 
Indeed, on occasion, cumulative voting has enabled us 
to work toward the solution of supervisory problems 
through minority interests. On the other hand, we 
liave seen many inslances where cumulative voting has 
been used and abused by fractious and disruptive ele- 
ments leading to supervisory problems. A rather im- 
portant drawback to cumulative voting is lliat it some- 
times enables a competitor bank to place a director on 
its rival’s board, aii obviously undesirable silnalion. 
Accortlingly this Office has no reconiniendalion to 
make with regard to that part of the bill which would 
subject State banks to the cumulative voting 
requirement. 
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